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Abstract 
Adolescents pay close attention to their social status and actively pursue it 
through using certain social behaviors. Previous studies have revealed that when 
adolescents feel their social standing is unsafe, namely having social status 
insecurity, they often use relational aggression to cope with it. However, what 
roles different social cognition processes may play on the association between 
social status insecurity and relational aggression are not clear in the literature. 
Additionally, given that the relation between relational victimization and 
relational aggression has also been reported in the literature, social status 
insecurity may also exert important impact on such an association. Nevertheless, 
few studies have examined this issue. This study addresses these research 
questions by examining two sets of integrated models, moderation models and 
mediation models, on the relations between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression using a longitudinal design. In the moderation models, multiple social 
cognitive processes, including attributions, outcome expectancies, and normative 
beliefs regarding relational aggression are expected to moderate the association 
between social status insecurity and relational aggression; in the mediation 
models, social status insecurity are expected to mediate the association between 
relational victimization and relational aggression of adolescents. A total of 482 
Chinese adolescents (238 girls) in 7th and 8th grades as well as 10 teachers of a 
public middle school participated in the study. Eighteen months later from the 
first study, 357 adolescents (177 girls) participated in the study again. At the first 
time point of the study (T1), adolescents’ relational aggression was reported by 
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self-reports, peer nominations, and teacher reports, while the social status 
insecurity, social cognitive processes (i.e., attribution, outcome expectancy, and 
normative beliefs), and relational victimization were assessed by self-reports. At 
the second time point of the study (T2), adolescents’ relational aggression and 
relational victimization were collected from both self-reports and peer 
nominations; their social status insecurity was measured by self-reports. The 
hypothesized moderation models were examined by hierarchical regressions, 
whereas the mediation models were analyzed using structural equation modeling 
(SEM). Results show that different social cognitive processes exerted different 
moderation effects on the relation between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression. For instance, (a) self-serving attributions promoted positive 
association between social status insecurity and relational aggression; (b) outcome 
expectancy regarding gaining social status also strengthened the relation between 
social status insecurity and relational aggression; and (c) relations between social 
status insecurity and relational aggression were stronger when adolescents 
attached high normative beliefs on relational aggression.  In addition, for the 
mediation models, social status insecurity served as significant mediator between 
relational victimization and relational aggression. This study enriches our 
knowledge about the relation between adolescents’ perception of their peer status 
and their use of relational aggression particularly regarding the role of their social 
cognitive processes. Furthermore, results also contribute to our understanding of 
adolescents’ social status insecurity on the association between relational 
victimization and relational aggression. 
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Introduction 
Relational aggression (e.g., social manipulation, gossip, exclusion) 
is widely used by adolescents to express their control and dominance of 
relationships in peer interactions (Merrell, Buchanan, & Tran, 2006). As a 
typical form of aggressive behavior in adolescence, relational aggression 
exerts significant influence in adolescents’ social relationships. It has been 
consistently linked with individuals’ social status among peers. Children 
and adolescents with higher social status exhibit more relational 
aggression (Li & Wright, 2013; Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003; Rose, 
Swenson, & Waller, 2004). On the other hand, victims of relational 
aggression usually suffer a series of mental problems as well as social 
adversity including low social status, insecurity of relationship and 
depression (Dahlen, Czar, Prather, & Dyess, 2013; Perren & Alsaker, 
2006; You & Bellmore, 2012). Due to the significance of relational 
aggression in adolescents’ lives, it becomes imperative to examine the 
processes that influence adolescents’ expression of relational aggression. 
Adolescents’ relational aggression has been found to be 
significantly linked with various factors, including their experiences, 
feelings, and social cognitions (Coyne, Archer, Eslea, & Liechty, 2008; 
Goldstein & Tisak, 2010; J. J. Yu & Gamble, 2008). For example, 
multiple types of victimization , including indirect, physical, and relational 
victimization, have been found positively related to adolescents’ relational 
aggression (Hawker & Boulton, 2003). When feeling insecure about one’s 
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social status, adolescents may exhibit more relationally aggressive behavior in 
relationships as a strategy to defend their social standing and maintain social 
power in peer group (Li& Wright, 2013). Furthermore, social cognitive processes, 
such as attribution, outcome expectancy, and normative beliefs toward relational 
aggression also play critical roles in adolescents’ exhibition of relational 
aggression (Goldstein & Tisak, 2004; Mathieson et al., 2011; Werner & Nixon, 
2005). In spite of the salient positive link between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression (Li, Wang, Wang, & Shi, 2010; Li & Wright, 2013), little is 
known about how this association is moderated by social cognitive processes 
regarding relational aggression. Additionally, more information is also greatly 
needed to understand the precursors of adolescents’ insecurity about social status 
and therefore subsequently relate to relationally aggressive behavior. By 
understanding such related relationships between adolescents’ social status 
insecurity and relational aggression, researches can work better in future 
prevention and intervention programs to reduce relational aggression in 
adolescence.  
Considering most studies about adolescents’ relational aggression have 
focused on Western cultures, this topic has not been fully examined in Eastern 
Asian cultures. Past research on relational aggression has shown that it is also 
considered as a type of externalizing behaviors in Chinese adolescents (Li, 
Putallaz, & Su, 2011; Li et al., 2010). Conceptualizing along with social cognitive 
processes, several important areas of knowledge await to be explored. 
Specifically, will Chinese Adolescents’ social cognitive processes regarding 
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relational aggression be associated with their use of relational aggression 
when they feel insecure about their social standings? What experiences in 
Chinese adolescents’ social interactions may relate to their social status 
insecurity and subsequently link with relational aggression? Researching 
address these questions will increase our understanding of the contribution 
of cultural background to adolescents’ development of aggressive 
behaviors. 
Based on the current literature, this present study intends to 
examine what roles social cognitive processes play in moderating the 
association between social status insecurity and relational aggression. 
Different social cognitive processes, such as attribution, outcome 
expectancy, and normative beliefs, may either inhibit or encourage 
adolescents’ exhibition of relational aggression. In addition, the potential 
relationship between relational victimization, social status insecurity, and 
relational aggression will be explored in this proposed study. A sample of 
Chinese adolescents and a longitudinal design will be employed in this 
study to examine the above issues in integrated models. 
Relational Aggression and Social Status Insecurity 
Relational aggression, unlike the overt aggression which is 
intended to harm others physically or verbally, is a type of aggression with 
an intended harm on relationships, social roles, and/or social standing 
(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Regarded as a manipulation or intervention of 
social relationship, typical relational aggression includes excluding 
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someone from a certain group or intentionally ignoring someone in peer 
interactions (Pronk & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2010). Additionally, spreading 
malicious gossips, giving somebody the “silent treatment”, and threatening 
somebody with the termination of the relationship have also been measured as 
relational aggression in previous studies (Crick, 1996; Goldstein & Tisak, 2010; 
Werner & Crick, 1999). Relational aggression is usually related to adolescents’ 
popularity and popularity goals (LaFontana & Cillessen, 1998; Nelson, Robinson, 
& Hart, 2005; Wright, Li, & Shi, 2012). For example, Nelson, Robinson and Hart 
(2005) revealed that for children with higher sociometric status in peer 
relationship, the practice of relational aggression was linked with higher social 
status in American young Children. Both overt and relational aggressions were 
found to be positively correlated with children’s popularity in the late childhood 
and early adolescence (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004). Furthermore, Cillessen and 
Mayeux found that when those children entered adolescence, the association 
between relational aggression and adolescents’ popularity grew more significant; 
meanwhile, the relationship between overt aggression and popularity turned 
negative. With a goal of promoting their popularity, adolescents’ relationally 
aggressive behaviors are expressed more frequently compared with adolescents 
holding the social preference goal, which means the social goal to be liked by 
others (Li & Wright, 2013).These findings suggest that relational aggression 
appears to be a useful strategy to benefit one’s status in social life, particularly to 
his/her popularity. 
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As children develop into adolescence, they may inevitably 
encounter intensive peer competition of higher social status. 
Consequently, their concerns and feelings about their social standing 
enlarged and their desire for a certain peer status becomes increasingly 
intense. An insecure feeling regarding one’s social status and social 
standing is referred to as social status insecurity (Li et al., 2010). 
Believing one’s own popularity being threatened, worrying about the 
decrease of one’s status in peers, and fearing being disliked by others are 
all parts of social status insecurity (Li & Wright, 2013). Since adolescents 
place high emphasis on peer status, any threat which may hurt their 
current social status or interfere with their actualization of higher social 
standing may increase adolescents’ insecure feelings of social status. 
Encountered in typical peer environment, adolescents’ social status 
insecurity may be a universal mental phenomenon as supported by 
evidence from both the United States and China sample (Li & Wright, 
2013; Wright et al., 2012). 
Adolescents often use aggressive strategy, especially relational 
aggression, to relieve the insecure feeling about one’s social standing and 
to defend one’s current status (Adler & Adler, 1995). Social status 
insecurity was found positively linked to adolescents’ both teacher-
reported and peer-nominated relational aggression in a study involving 
Chinese adolescents (Li et al., 2010). Among Western children, those with 
a sensitive concern about social status and peer acceptance have shown to 
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exhibit more physically and relationally aggressive behaviors towards others 
assessed by self-reports and teacher reports (Downey, Lebolt, Rincón, & Freitas, 
1998). In addition, since the relational aggression can predict higher popularity 
status by manipulating social relationships and increasing in-group influence, 
adolescents who hold a popularity goal also show more relational aggression (Li 
& Wright, 2013). These findings further suggest that adolescents’ relational 
aggression sometimes may be a strategic reaction toward social status insecurity. 
Cognitive Processes and Relational Aggression 
In addition to social status insecurity, adolescents’ relational aggression 
may also be influenced by their social cognitive processes regarding such 
behaviors. The Social Information-Processing (SIP) model proposed by Crick and 
Dodge (1994) suggests that children’s information processing can influence their 
social behavior. Certain aspects of processing (e.g., hostile biased attribution or 
evaluation of response outcomes) may lead to children’s externalizing behavior 
(Crick & Dodge, 1994) and arise as a subsequent change in their social status 
among peers. Crick and Dodge’s SIP model explains well how the cognitive 
processes may affect aggression in children’s social interactions. According to 
this theory, children process the information they received in the following steps: 
encoding social information, analyzing social information, formulating the goal 
and strategies for the received social stimulus, evaluating potential outcomes, and 
then enacting behavior in response to accepted social information. Correctly 
interpreting each step of the SIP is associated with appropriate behavior in 
response to the situation; however, biased processing usually leads to deviant 
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social performance as a consequence. Any type of aggressive behavior can 
be regarded as a potential product of the deficient processing (Dodge & 
Crick, 1990). For instance, children and adolescents who have a high level 
of aggression are more inclined to hold the hostile attributional bias (i.e., 
tend to search for evidence to justify their hostility and aggressive 
behavior even when the situation was ambiguous) and thus lead to more 
frequent use of aggressive behavior in social interactions (Crick & Dodge, 
1994). 
The SIP theory of aggression is widely employed in the research of 
children and adolescents’ aggressive behaviors in various forms. Pertinent 
social cognitive processes regarding relationally aggressive behaviors can 
significantly influence the practice of such behaviors. For example, a 
recent longitudinal study involving middle school students revealed that 
high levels of empathic concern were directly related to reduced relational 
aggression (Batanova & Loukas, 2011). In contrast, the same study also 
showed that adolescents’ perspective taking served as a unique predictor 
of increased relational aggression in this longitudinal model (Batanova & 
Loukas, 2011). The authors believed that adolescents with a predominant 
capacity of taking others’ point of view were likely to have a better 
capacity of controlling or hurting other peers’ relationships or emotions. In 
addition, other social cognitive mechanisms such as the moral 
disengagement also affect children’s aggression because they  justify their 
aggressive behaviors (Bussman, 2008). Even at an early age, deficits and 
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biases in social information and emotion processing have been found to predict 
boys’ teacher-reported relational aggression; whereas, girls’ problematic emotion 
processing can contribute to aggressive behavior in both overt and relational 
forms as reported by teachers (Combs-Ronto, 2009). Social cognition may, to a 
degree, determine adolescents’ display of relational aggression. Exploring on the 
social cognitive processes regarding relational aggression can facilitate our 
understanding of adolescents’ use of such behaviors.   
Attribution for relational aggression. Attribution refers to individuals’ 
tendencies to explain the causes of events that occur (Kassin, Fein, Markus, & 
Brehm, 2008). It is a crucial cognitive process of adolescents’ relational 
aggression. According to the SIP theory, attribution about peers’ relationally 
aggressive behavior reflects adolescents’ interpreting of the cause of this 
aggression and subsequently influences their next processing steps regarding the 
behavior (Crick & Dodge, 1994). Therefore, attribution about relational 
aggression can potentially determine adolescents’ reactions and may significantly 
link to their display of relationally aggressive behavior later on.  
Among the studies of attribution about aggression especially adolescents’ 
relational aggression, the hostile intent attribution vs. benign attribution have been 
widely examined (e.g., Godleski & Ostrov, 2010; Nelson, Mitchell, & Yang, 
2008; Werner, 2012). The hostile intent attribution bias (i.e., hostile attributional 
bias) is a typical self-serving attribution of the aggressor (Crick & Dodge, 1994; 
Dodge, 1980; Dodge & Somberg, 1987). With or without hostile intent 
attribution, children and adolescents’ exhibition of aggression varies substantially. 
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For example, highly relationally aggressive children are inclined to make 
more hostile intent attributions for relational provocation situations, which 
increase relational aggression in returns (Godleski & Ostrov, 2010).  
In the realm of social psychology, the attribution theory regarding 
people’s behaviors helps us understand the attribution of aggression (Choi, 
Nisbett, & Norenzayan, 1999; Reeder & Brewer, 1979). According to this 
theory, there are usually two main types of attribution styles that are 
produced by people when interpreting the reason for others’ behaviors: 
external attribution and internal attribution (Manusov & Spitzberg, 2008). 
Specifically, when individuals make dispositional judgment of certain 
behaviors, those who prefer internal attribution are inclined to attribute the 
behaviors to the actors’ stable internal dispositions, such as their ability, 
characteristic, or personality. In contrast, individuals who advocate 
external attribution normally attribute certain behaviors to context-specific 
factors, the certain situation, timing, and occasion (Choi et al., 1999; 
Reeder & Brewer, 1979; Wang, Lei, & Lian, 2012). Studies on aggressive 
behaviors have employed the thoughts of this theory. Crick and Ladd 
(1993) categorized three types of attribution for conflict situations: 
internal (i.e., to attribute negative, relational outcomes to oneself), external 
(i.e., to attribute negative, relational outcomes to peers) and mutual (i.e., to 
attribute negative, relational outcomes to mutual causes) in exploring 
children’s perceptions of their peer experiences. This study found that 
children who usually had been treated with others’ relational aggression 
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inclined to attribute negative relational outcomes to peers (i.e., external 
attribution). Furthermore, Rudolph, Roesch, Greitemeyer, and Weiner (2004) 
concluded in their study that, if one attributed conflict situations to actors’ fault 
(i.e., internal attribution), one’s anger emotion might increase and therefore 
aggressive action was showed. On the other hand, when an individual held the 
attribution of not blaming conflicts to involved persons particular but the 
uncontrollable factors such as certain environments (i.e., external attribution), his 
or her anger feeling was not elicited and the aggression was not showed as a 
consequence. Additionally, research on aggressive African-American youth also 
shows that the tendency of attributing ambiguous behaviors to others’ aggressive 
intention and personality (i.e., internal attribution) may link to more peer-directed 
aggression (Graham, Hudley, & Williams, 1992). Relating to Chinese 
adolescents, the internal vs. external distinctions of attribution may be related to 
adolescents’ relational aggression. If they do not perceive such behaviors as either 
the aggressors’ or the victims’ fault (i.e., holding the external attribution), their 
own relationally aggressive behavior will probably not be expressed as a result of 
such attribution. On the other hand, having the intention to blame any involved 
person of a relational aggression conflict may render adolescents to show more 
relational aggression. 
These studies are informative in contributing to our understanding of 
children and adolescents’ attribution styles. However, among the categorizations 
of aggression in previous studies, their top-down classifications may restrict the 
possible attribution types from being analyzed. Using open-ended questions, on 
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the other hand, may be especially helpful to allow adolescents’ diverse 
responses to emerge. 
Having different levels of aggression, adolescents may hold 
different attributions about relationally aggressive behaviors that occurred 
in their social interactions. For example, Godleski and Ostrov (2010) 
revealed that those highly relationally aggressive children were inclined to 
make more hostile intent attributions for relational provocation situations. 
Meanwhile, with different attributions about multiple forms of aggression, 
children and adolescents’ aggressive behavior may be showed in different 
frequency. In the same study, Godleski and Ostrov also found that the 
hostile intent attribution bias increased relational aggression in returns. A 
similar relationship also presented in Graham, Hudley and Williams’s 
(1992) study on young adolescents’ aggressive behavior, such that hostile 
attribution was positively linked with increased aggression. Hostile 
attribution bias was also examined be significantly associated with 
preadolescents’ relational aggression particularly (Mathieson et al., 2011). 
In conclusion, it is reasonable to infer that in adolescents’ expression of 
relational aggression, different patterns of attribution may affect their use 
of such behavior. 
Since adolescents’ social cognitive processes on attribution can 
influence their use of relational aggression, it is possible that different 
types of attribution can affect the association between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression. Adolescents who employ relational 
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aggression to cope with social status insecurity may hold more self-serving 
attribution (e.g., think it is the victim’s fault that caused aggressor’s behavior) to 
justify their behavior. Self-serving attributions can maintain these adolescents’ 
well-being in the use of relational aggression. Aggressive children usually hold 
biased hostile intent attribution in order to excuse their aggressive behaviors 
(Godleski & Ostrov, 2010; Mathieson et al., 2011). On the other hand, if 
adolescents’ make more objective attributions (e.g., relational aggression is out of 
poor communication) for relationally aggressive behavior, the relationship 
between social status insecurity and relational aggression may be weakened. In 
other words, adolescents would choose different actions to solve their insecure 
feelings about social standing instead of using relational aggression due to the 
moderation of attributions. 
Additionally, when adolescents making attributions on certain behaviors 
which are conducted by either themselves or others (e.g., aggression behaviors 
that are perpetrated by themselves or others), their attributions may also be 
various. Nisbett et al.’s (1973) theory on actor-observer effect may shed light on 
such an issue well. Individuals, when judging other’s acts from the observer’s 
angle instead of the actor’s viewpoint, are more likely to attribute that behavior to 
dispositional qualities (e.g., stable characters or personalities) of the actors. In 
contrast, if the judgers are in the actors’ place to attribute the same behaviors, they 
are more likely to make neutral or external attributions (Nisbett, Caputo, Legant, 
& Marecek, 1973). A meta-analysis on this specific issue revealed that highly 
idiosyncratic actors inclined to explain their own behavior with situation causes 
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rather than any person’s fault (Malle, 2006). Furthermore, the actor-observer bias 
widely exists in explaining aggression intentions in, social interactions, ,beliefs 
and daily life behaviors such as driving behaviors (e.g., Hennessy, Jakubowski, & 
Benedetti, 2005; Park, Choi, & Cho, 2006). Similarly, this effect may also occur 
in adolescents’ attributions for relational aggression. When interpreting the 
relationally aggressive behaviors that are conducted by others, adolescents’ 
attributions may blame the aggressor who perpetrates such behaviors. However, 
in the viewpoint of the actor, their attribution for relational aggression may lean 
toward the neutral factors (i.e., situational attribution). As a result, distinct 
behavioral outcomes may happen subsequently owing to the actor-observer 
differences in attribution. 
 Outcome expectancy for relational aggression. Outcome 
expectancy plays a critical role in children and adolescent’s use of 
relational aggression, because certain anticipations of outcomes can 
contribute to the display of this type of aggressive behavior (Crick & 
Dodge, 1994; McCay, 2004; Werner & Crick, 1999). According to the 
social information processing theory (Crick & Dodge, 1994), the 
evaluation of probable outcomes serves as an important social cognitive 
process before individuals enact behaviors. Possible consequences of 
social stimulus expected by an individual may usually to a large degree 
determine what behavior the individual would show later on. In terms of 
relational aggression, harm of victims is an obvious consequence. In 
particular, Goldstein and Tisak’s (2004) study showed that emotional 
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harm (i.e. the relational victim may feel hurt) was a corresponding reaction of the 
victim which showed in adolescents’ outcome expectancies. In the same study, 
aggressor’s outcome expectancy also included termination of friendship and 
retaliation from the victim, both of which were negative outcomes. Other outcome 
expectancies regarding relational aggression include being excluded by other 
peers, being treated by others’ overtly aggressive behavior, and friendship 
continuation (Crain, Finch, & Foster, 2005; Crapanzano, Frick, & Terranova, 
2010; Goldstein & Tisak, 2004). Studies which examine adolescents’ outcome 
expectancy on relational aggression indicate that most youth, especially the 
perpetrator of relational aggression, can correctly estimate the outcome of their 
relationally aggressive behavior. They know that this type of behavior can exert 
hurtful emotions or feelings to the victims. 
Adolescents with different level of aggression in either physical or 
relational type may have various outcome expectancies regarding their aggressive 
behaviors. For example, when compared with less aggressive peers, highly 
aggressive adolescents anticipate relatively positive consequences of their all 
forms of aggressive behaviors (Crane-Ross, Tisak, & Tisak, 1998; Crapanzano, 
Frick, & Terranova, 2010; Hubbard et al., 2002). And the outcome expectancies 
can also affect adolescents’ relational aggression in return (Crapanzano et al., 
2010; Crick & Dodge, 1994; Goldstein & Tisak, 2004). When estimating the 
results of relational aggression, the victim’s probable revenge can become an 
inhibitor of the aggressor’s expression of relationally aggressive behavior 
(Goldstein & Tisak, 2004). One the other hand, considering that relational 
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aggression is a common behavior in adolescents’ peer interactions, youth 
may also get used to such behaviors, especially for the aggressors 
(Grotpeter & Crick, 1996). Occasional relationally aggressive behavior 
will not lead to the end of a relationship between the aggressor and the 
victim (Goldstein & Tisak, 2004). Therefore, experiencing relational 
aggression frequently, adolescents may not perceive that relational 
aggression will bring much hurtful impact on their relationships. They 
may have no scruple in expressing relational aggression giving this 
understanding.  
The above literature shows that adolescents’ relational aggression 
may be promoted or reduced by different outcome expectations of such 
behaviors. Although no published studies have explored the moderation 
effect of outcome expectancy between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression, reasonable predictions can still be made: with 
negative outcome expectancies (e.g., termination of friendship or hurt the 
victim’s emotion) towards relational aggression, adolescents may show 
less relational aggression even though they feel insecure about their social 
standing; if adolescents’ outcome expectancy about their relational 
aggression is not negative, the association between social status insecurity 
and relational aggression will remain salient. 
Normative beliefs for relational aggression. In addition to 
attributions and outcome expectancies, normative beliefs are also shown to 
function as an important social cognitive process that may influence 
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aggressive behaviors (e.g., Huesmann, 1988; Werner & Nixon, 2005). Normative 
beliefs for aggression have been defined as individual’s interpretation and notion 
about the normalcy of aggressive behaviors, such as the acceptance, propriety and 
legitimacy (Werner & Nixon, 2005). Based on the social information processing 
theory (Crick & Dodge, 1994), normative beliefs about aggressive behaviors 
serve as latent social structure knowledge that influences children and 
adolescents’ engagement of either overt or relational aggression. The formation of 
normative beliefs can be traced back to children’s social experience and as a 
result, normative beliefs acts as “lens” to influence their social behaviors 
(Huesmann, 1988). In studies of normative beliefs regarding multiple types of 
aggressions, high normative beliefs usually refer to high acceptance or agreement 
about aggression, whereas low normative beliefs often mean low acceptance or 
agreement (e.g., Huesmann & Guerra, 1997; Vernberg, Jacobs, & Hershberger, 
1999; Werner & Nixon, 2005). In addition, other normative beliefs regarding 
aggressive behaviors such as the degree of anti-bulling attitude (Boulton, Bucci, 
& Hawker, 1999) and thinking it right or wrong (Burton, Florell, & Wygant, 
2013) have also been investigated. 
Attitude about aggressive behaviors can effectively impact the practice of 
aggression. Werner and Nixon (2005) indicated a unique positive association 
between normative beliefs of relational aggression and the engagement of this 
behavior such that when children held higher normative beliefs about relational 
aggression, they acted more relationally aggressive behavior. Similarly, Boulton 
et al. (1999) demonstrated that children who regarded aggressive behaviors as a 
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normal and acceptable behavior were more aggressive compared with 
peers who did not hold the supportive view of aggression in social 
situations. Furthermore, Burton et al. (2013) found that it was not only 
true for the relational aggression in real life social interactions, 
adolescents’ cyber relational aggression was also provoked by high 
normative beliefs about aggression. Additionally, normative beliefs lead to 
biased social cognition processing. For instance, more supportive beliefs 
of aggressive behaviors predict more hostile attribution bias and therefore 
relate to more aggression as a response (Zelli, Dodge, Lochman, & Laird, 
1999). 
Considering these findings, it is reasonable to make predictions on 
the moderation effect from normative beliefs regarding relational 
aggression on the relation between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression. Since normative beliefs can influence adolescents’ 
involvement in relational aggression, it is likely that this social cognitive 
process influences their use of relational aggression when feeling 
insecurity regarding their social status as well. Specifically, it is 
hypothesized that high normative beliefs about relational aggression may 
strengthen the association between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression; in contrast, low normative beliefs toward relationally 
aggressive behavior will weaken the relationship between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression. 
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 Culture, social cognitive processes, and relational aggression. The 
association between social cognitive processes and adolescents’ relational 
aggression may be influenced by their cultural background. Similar implications 
have been obtained from related studies. In Pfundmair, Graupmann, Frey, and 
Aydin’s (2014a) cross-cultural study, they revealed that, when faced with social 
exclusions, individualists showed more negative behavioral intention in response, 
including the intention of anti-social behavior. On the contrary, people with 
collectivism orientation did not show any different behavioral intention regarding 
inclusive and exclusive situations. In this study, the social exclusive behavior can 
be regarded as a form of relational aggression that occurs in people’s social lives 
and the reactions of such behavior, the anti-social behavioral intention in 
particular, can be considered as a form of aggressive intention. Collectivists may 
not perceive this exclusion as a threat in the first place to their interdependent self 
and thus, aggressive intention may not be evoked easily compared with 
individualists (Pfundmair et al., 2014a). Moreover, in another study, Pfundmair, 
Graupmann, Frey, and Aydin’s (2014b) found that if experienced the change from 
exclusionary situation to inclusionary situation, participants from individualistic 
cultures had a more intensive exclusionary feelings than the collectivistic 
counterparts. These studies reflect that social exclusion seems to exert less 
psychological harm to people in collectivistic cultures than those in individualism 
cultures because collectivism may view the exclusion as a minor social injury or 
not perceive it as a kind of social hurt (Pfundmair et al., 2014a,b). In summary, 
extending the above findings to the proposed study, cultural background may 
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affect individuals’ interpretation and reaction of relationally aggressive 
behavior as well and therefore influence the exhibition of such an 
aggression.  
This study will examine adolescents’ relational aggression and 
related social cognitive processes of adolescents with a Chinese sample. 
China is a typical collectivistic culture. As a consequence, the cultural 
orientation may partly explain the result in the study regarding the 
influence from social cognitive processes in moderating the association 
between social status insecurity and relational aggression. Chinese culture 
endows individuals with high endorsements of collectivistic social value 
(Barnes, 2001), which may exert impact on their perception and 
understanding of relational aggression in social contexts. Since social 
harmony and interpersonal relationship are treasured by collectivists (Kuo, 
2013), Chinese adolescents may try to use external reasons (e.g., poor 
communications or inappropriate timing) to explain such conflict rather 
than blame any involved persons when perceiving others relationally 
aggressive behaviors. Therefore, they are less likely to exhibit relational 
aggression as a type of coping behavior because they may not perceive 
others’ relationally aggressive behavior as hurtful if they holding external 
attributions. Similar to this thinking pattern, other social cognitive 
processes of Chinese adolescent may also significantly moderate the 
relation between social status insecurity and relational aggression. 
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Relational Victimization and Relational Aggression 
The occurrence of victimization and aggressive behavior reaches the peak 
the peak in adolescence (Volk, Camilleri, Dane, & Marini, 2012). Victims of 
aggressive behaviors usually suffer from a series of negative consequences. Peer 
victimization in adolescence is linked with their social maladjustment and 
behavioral development, such as poor coping, misbehavior, anxiety, and 
depression (Dahlen et al., 2013). Victims of aggression are typically reported as 
having lower peer status, submissive or introversive characteristics, and relative 
lower aggression than the initiator of aggressive acts (Perren & Alsaker, 2006; 
Prinstein, Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001; Zimmer-Gembeck, Pronk, Goodwin, 
Mastro, & Crick, 2013). However, some victims are also aggressors, another 
important type of aggressors, which is defined as aggressive victims in literature 
(Olweus, 1978; Schwartz, 2000). Characteristics of aggressors such as irritable, 
restless and hostile are also represented in aggressive victims. As a consequence 
of the high peer exclusion and low likeability, aggressive victims exhibit more 
frequent involvement in multiple forms of aggression than traditional victims 
(Veenstra et al., 2005). 
With the frequent occurrence of relational aggression among adolescents, 
relational victimization accordingly becomes prevalent (Card, Stucky, Sawalani, 
& Little, 2008). The dual characteristics of aggressive victims in adolescence, can 
account for an association between relational victimization and aggressive 
behavior (Mathieson et al., 2011; Tan, 2009; Wright & Li, 2013; Zimmer-
Gembeck et al., 2013). In particular, relational victimization is reported to be 
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correlated with relational aggression from early childhood to adolescents 
(Crick, Casas, & Ku, 1999; Leadbeater, Boone, Sangster, & Mathieson, 
2006). Mathieson et al. (2011) revealed that teacher reported and peer 
nominated relational victimization was significantly related to pre-
adolescents’ relational aggression. In a study of Australian early 
adolescents, victims of relational aggression who were more prominent 
and popular in their peers also had a high level of relational aggression 
and social prominence (i.e., popularity or leadership) compared with those 
lower status peers who were victimized and isolated by others (Zimmer-
Gembeck et al., 2013). In Chinese children, relational aggression is also 
positively correlated with victimization as shown in Western countries 
(Tan, 2009). Even extending to cyber aggression, victimization is still 
closely linked with relational aggression (Wright & Li, 2013). 
Based on the growing body of evidence in this realm, it is 
reasonable to propose that relational victimization can be significantly 
linked with aggressive behavior. Being the object of hurtful gossip and 
rumor as well as experiencing peer isolation, relational victims may be 
more inclined to hold hostile attributions and show aggressive response 
toward others (Mathieson et al., 2011). Individuals who are treated by 
relational aggression are more likely to use the same aggressive behavior 
to treat others. Through the expression of relational aggression, 
adolescents may vent their anger of being victims as well as show 
retaliation. On the other hand, relational aggression can protect those 
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victimized adolescents’ social status and avoid further potential harm on their 
social relationship (Vernberg et al., 1999). That is to say, being victimized by 
relational aggression, one’s social status may be adversely affected. In order to 
prevent such probable consequence, relational aggression can be used to deal with 
this problem as a defense for their social status. Therefore, relational victimization 
may link with adolescents’ insecure feeling of social status and subsequently 
relate to their relational aggression.  
Relational Victimization and Social Status Insecurity 
Negative outcomes often accompany the experience of peer victimization 
in both the short term and the long term and the harm, especially so in victims’ 
social status (Berger & Rodkin, 2009). Adolescents’ social status can potentially 
determine the probability of whether being the target of multiple types of 
victimization in social interactions. Individuals with high social preference among 
peers, are less likely to become the target of peer victimization (Coie, Dodge, & 
Coppotelli, 1982). In contrast, it is reflected in children’s daily diary that 
individuals who are poorly liked or have low popularity experienced a higher 
frequency of peer mistreatment including rejection and aggression (Sandstrom & 
Cillessen, 2003). Children who are reported as victims of aggressive behavior 
usually have lower social status (Berger & Rodkin, 2009), less friends (Kawabata 
& Crick, 2011) and poorer social power (Rodkin & Berger, 2008) compared with 
the perpetrator of the aggression. Since relational aggression is aimed at harming 
victim’s social relationships (e.g., suffering malicious rumors or being isolated by 
others), relational victimization obviously and detrimentally affects children and 
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adolescents’ social status in peer interactions. In addition, victims of 
relational aggression may also suffer negative outcomes in their sense of 
security in peer relationship. No research has examined the direct 
association between relational victimization and social status insecurity. 
However, some available findings support such a potential relation. You 
and Bellmore (2012) showed that relational victimization was negatively 
correlated with the security of best friendship quality in adolescents 
(Bukowski, Boza & Boivin, 1994). Extrapolating from this finding, the 
security about friendship quality may be considered as a type of security 
regarding one’s social relationship and may be interpreted as a kind of 
security of social status. Thus, adolescents who feel insecure about their 
friendship quality may also have relatively low security about their social 
status among peers. The same study also indicated that the sense of 
security mediated the relationship between relational victimization and 
subsequent internalizing behavior. These findings suggest that the 
experience of relational victimization may lead adolescents to lose a sense 
of secure feeling in friendship and peer interactions (You & Bellmore, 
2012). Being the target of rumors, peer isolation, and intentional 
exclusion, one may feel concerned about their social status, which has 
been detrimentally impacted due to relational aggression. Therefore, the 
experience of relational victimization is a probable antecedent factor for 
social status insecurity in adolescents’ mind. 
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Rationale 
The present study intends to expand previous research on the relationship 
relationship between adolescents’ social status insecurity and relational 
aggression by exploring the moderation effects of social cognitive processes. 
Based on the current literature, adolescents insecure feeling about their social 
standing is positively linked to their use of relational aggression both directly (Li 
et al., 2010) and indirectly (Li & Wright, 2013). However, how social cognitive 
processes such as attribution, outcome expectancy, and normative beliefs about 
relational aggression moderate this association remains unexplored. Many studies 
have shown that social cognitive processes play an essential role in the exhibition 
of aggressive behavior. For instance, deviant hostile intent attribution predicts 
higher levels of relational aggression in peer interactions (Godleski & Ostrov, 
2010); the estimated vengeful reaction of the victim may retain children’s 
aggressive behavior (Goldstein & Tisak, 2004); with the high normative belief of 
aggressive behavior, children show more relational aggression as a consequence 
(Werner & Nixon, 2005). Therefore, serving as a critical set of factors in 
influencing relational aggression, adolescents’ social cognitive processes are 
expected to impact their use of relational aggression when they experience social 
status insecurity. This study will explore attribution, outcome expectancy and 
normative beliefs of relational aggression using open-ended questions and 
examine how these processes moderate the association between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression (see Figure I).  
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The second aim of the present study is to explore a possible 
process that may induce insecure feeling about social status among 
adolescents and subsequently relate to relationally aggressive behavior. 
Specifically, it is hypothesized that adolescents’ relational victimization 
may serve as a precursor that is related to social status insecurity. To my 
best knowledge, no previous study has examined this particular 
relationship. However, some evidence suggests that the relational 
victimization may negatively impact children’s security toward their 
friendships (You & Bellmore, 2012). Extrapolating from this finding, this 
study further examined whether relational victimization is a positive 
correlate of adolescents’ insecure feeling about their peer status. Because 
social status insecurity is expected to relate to relational aggression, a 
mediation process from relational victimization to relational aggression 
via social status insecurity will be examined (see Figure II).  
 A longitudinal design will be employed to examine the above 
research hypotheses such that adolescents’ relational victimization, social 
status insecurity, and relation aggression will be examined twice so the 
relationships in experience, feeling, thoughts as well as outcome behaviors 
of relational aggression can be studied in both concurrent and longitudinal 
models. Additionally, in this study, we will examine a sample of Chinese 
adolescents. As the majority of literature in this domain is based on 
Western samples, the employment of non-Western samples will expand 
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our horizon and enrich our knowledge about adolescents’ behavioral 
development.  
With regard to the cognitive processes, open-ended questions of 
attribution, outcome expectancy, and normative beliefs about relational 
aggression will be used to measure these constructs. Compared with research that 
assesses aggression related cognitive processes involving hypothetical vignettes 
(e.g., Crick & Werner, 1998) or close-ended questionnaires (e.g., Zelli et al., 
1999) , open-ended questions have been widely used in recent research as they 
can capture subjects’ intuitive responses pertinent to relationally aggressive 
behaviors(e.g., Goldstein & Tisak, 2010; Wright, Li & Shi, 2012). As strongly 
recommended by the literatures (Crick et al., 1999; Li & Wright, 2013), 
adolescents’ relational aggression will be measured by multiple informants, 
including teachers, peers, and self-reports.  
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Figure 1. Theoretical moderation model of the relationship between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression. In this model, adolescents’ social cognitive 
processes, including attribution, outcome expectancy and normative beliefs 
regarding relational aggression, are expected to moderate the relationship between 
adolescents’ social status insecurity and relational aggression. Different categories 
within each cognitive process are examined.  
 
Figure 2. Theoretical mediation model for the relationship between relational 
victimization, social status insecurity, and relational aggression. In this model, 
adolescents’ relational victimization will be significantly related to social status 
insecurity, which is then related to relational aggression.  
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Statement of Hypothesis 
Hypothesis I: There will be a significant relation between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression in Chinese adolescents. This association will 
be moderated by adolescents’ attribution. Specifically, with the self-serving 
attributions for relational aggression (e.g., revenge, dislike the victim), the 
connection between social status insecurity and relational aggression will be 
strengthened. Furthermore, with respect to the exploratory analysis on the 
attribution style, internal attribution may reinforce the association between social 
status insecurity and relational aggression, whereas external attribution may 
weaken this relationship. 
Hypothesis II: Outcome expectancy regarding relational aggression will 
moderate the relationship between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression of Chinese adolescents. For example, if adolescents believe that 
relational aggression can promote social status or satisfy psychological needs, the 
positive association between social status insecurity and relational aggression will 
be stronger. In contrast, harmful outcomes expected by adolescents will weaken 
the association between social status insecurity and relational aggression. 
Hypothesis III: The relationship between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression will be moderated by Chinese adolescents’ normative beliefs 
about relational aggression. Supportive beliefs about relational aggression will 
strengthen the association between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression, whereas negative beliefs will attenuate this association. 
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Hypothesis IV: Relational victimization will be a significant correlate of 
social status insecurity, which links to relational aggression in Chinese 
adolescents. It is expected that social status insecurity will mediate the association 
between relational victimization and relational aggression in both concurrent and 
longitudinal models.  
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Method 
Subjects 
This study is a part of a larger project that investigates Chinese 
adolescents’ peer relationship, cognitive processes and behaviors. Participants 
were students in a public middle school in Mideast China. Four hundred and 
eighty two Chinese adolescents (238 girls and 238 boys, 6 did not specify) from 
11 classes in seventh and eighth grades as well as 10 teachers participated in the 
study at the first time point. Their average age was 13.44 years old (SD age =.66) 
at the first time point of the study. According to the provincial census, most 
participants are Ethnic Han (>95%; Hubei Province Census Bureau, 2011). 
Students stayed in same classes for three years (7th to 9th grades) in middle 
schools in China. Most participants came from intact families (94% were in two-
parent households with biological parents). In the education background of 
participants’ parents, their fathers received 10.56 years (SD=2.66) of education 
and mothers received 10.25 years (SD=2.91) of education. Eighteen months later, 
the original 7th grade students participated in the study again. Three hundred and 
fifty seven students (177 girls, 174 boys, and 6 missing values) participated in the 
second time of the study. 
Procedure 
With the longitudinal design of this study, two waves of data were 
collected with 18 months apart. Data were collected in adolescents’ school 
sessions. The following aspects of data were collected: (1) adolescents’ self-
reported and peer-nominated relational victimization; (2) adolescents’ self-
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reported, teacher-reported, and peer-nominated relational aggression; (3) 
adolescents’ self-reported social status insecurity; (4) adolescents’ cognition 
processes about relational aggression, including the attribution, outcome 
expectancy, and normative beliefs. Teacher-reported adolescents’ relationally 
aggressive behaviors and adolescents’ social cognitive processes about relational 
aggression in self-reports were only collected at Time 1, while peer-nominated 
victimization was only collected at Time 2. This study was introduced to 
adolescents as well as their teachers and parents before the start of the research 
through letters and group meetings. Participation was entirely voluntary and 
adolescents were told that their response would be kept confidential. Students and 
teachers gave consents before participating in the study.  
Measures 
Adolescents and teachers were asked to respond to several questionnaires, 
which were translated into simplified Chinese using the translation and back-
translation technique. 
  Social Status Insecurity. Three self-reported items in the Adolescence 
Interpersonal Relations Questionnaire (Li et al., 2010) were used to measure 
adolescents’ insecure feeling regarding their social status and popularity among 
peers at Time 1 (e.g., “I feel that my social status in the class is threatened”). 
Moreover, six additional items were added to the measure at Time 2 (e.g., “I 
sometimes feel I am unpopular among classmates”; “I care about my peer status 
in the class” ) (Li & Wright, 2013). Therefore there were totally nine items for 
Time 2 social status insecurity. Adolescents were asked to rate their social status 
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insecurity on a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) (see 
Appendix A). Cronbach’s alpha for Time 1 social status insecurity was .66 and 
was .90 for Time 2.  
Peer Nominations of Relational Aggression. Adolescents’ relational 
aggression at both Time1 and Time 2 points of study were assessed by peer 
nominations. The questionnaire was adapted from the Children’s Social Behavior 
Scale (CSBS ) (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).The original scale was designed to 
measure children’s behavioral development, such as prosocial behavior, social 
withdrawal, and aggression. Participants nominated classmates that fit each item’s 
description. The number of nominated person was unlimited. There were four 
items in assessing relational aggression (e.g., “When mad, gets even by keeping 
the person from being in their group of friends”; “Tells friends they will stop 
liking them unless friends do what they say”. See Appendix B). According to 
previous research (e.g., Cillessen & Marks, 2011), nominations were aggregated 
and standardized within class to control for differences in reference class sizes. 
The Cronbach’s alphas for Time1 and Time 2 peer nominated relational 
aggression were .89 and .90, respectively.  
Self-reports of Relational Aggression. Self-reported items that tested 
adolescents’ relationally aggressive behavior were adapted from the peer 
nomination measure (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). There were five questions in the 
measure assessed the relational aggression (e.g., “How often do you keep a person 
out of a group because you are mad at him/her?”; “How often do you tell others 
kids not to play with a certain kid?”). Adolescents rated their behaviors on a 5-
35 
 
 
point Likert scale from 1 (Never) to 5 (All the time) (see Appendix C). The 
Cronbach’s alphas for Time 1 and Time 2 self-reported relational aggression 
were .81 and .76, respectively.  
Teacher Reports of Relational Aggression. Teachers were asked to 
report adolescents’ behavior in their class on the Children’s Social Behavior 
Scale—Teacher Form (CSBS-TF; Crick, 1996). Seven items were designed 
to measure adolescents’ relational aggression (e.g., “This child tries to 
exclude certain peers from peer group activities”; “This child tries to exclude 
certain peers from peer group activities”. See Appendix D).The Cronbach’s 
alpha was .94 for this variable. Teachers only reported adolescents’ behavior 
at the first time point of the study. 
Peer Nominations of Relational Victimization. Adolescents reported 
relational victimization in the peer nomination measure at Time 2. The 
relational victimization refers to the victimization experience that inflicted by 
others’ relational aggression. Items were adopted from Children’s Social 
Behavior Scales (CSBS) (Crick& Grotpeter, 1995). Six items were employed 
to assess adolescents’ relational victimization (e.g., “Peers who are disliked 
because of rumor spread about them”; “Peers who are rejected by a group 
because they make a friend mad during play or activity time”. See Appendix 
B). Scoring method of the relational victimization in peer nomination was the 
same as the one used in peer nominated relational aggression: nominations 
were aggregated first and then standardized within each class (Cillessen & 
Marks, 2011). The Cronbach’s alpha was .89 for this variable. 
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Self-reports of Victimization. Adolescents’ victimization from others’ 
relational aggression was also assessed by a single binary question using self-
report at both time points of the study. The question was: “There are some 
behaviors that one may do at school, such as say mean things about others behind 
their backs; ignore someone when mad at that person; exclude someone from a 
group; or for some reason, doesn’t allow someone to play with their friends. Have 
you ever been treated like that before?” Participants answered this question with 
either Yes or No. 
 Coding Scheme for Social Cognitive Processes. Three social cognitive 
processes, including attribution, outcome expectancy, and normative beliefs for 
relational aggression were assessed through open-ended questions at Time 1. A 
description of typical relationally aggressive behaviors (e.g., say mean things 
about others behind their backs; ignore someone when mad at that person; 
exclude someone from a group; or for some reason, doesn’t allow someone to 
play with own friends) were presented to participants, followed by open-ended 
questions about attribution, outcome expectancy, and normative beliefs regarding 
relational aggression. Answers to these open-ended questions were coded 
independently by two coders. A coding scheme was first developed, which 
contained initial categories for each social cognitive process. The dummy coding 
method was employed for the initial step of coding: if a participant’s answer 
matched one or more certain categories, one score was given to this category (or 
these categories); if not, a zero was given. If the adolescent’s written answer fit 
several categories’ description, a score would be given to each category. High 
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agreement was obtained between the two coders. Regarding the coding for 
general attribution, two coders’ agreement was as high as 99% and the kappa 
coefficient was .77; for self-attribution, the agreement between two coders was 
99% and the kappa was .70; for outcome expectancy, the agreement was 98% and 
the kappa was .72; for the normative beliefs in teachers’ view, the agreement was 
97% and the kappa was .75; for the normative beliefs in peers’ view, the 
agreement was 99% and the kappa was .70 (Hempel, 2005; Landis, 1977). Any 
disagreement was carefully resolved through discussion between the two coders.  
After examining contents of all social cognitive processes 
categories and reviewing previous research (e.g., Li & Wright, 2013), 
several main variables within attribution, outcome expectancy, and 
normative beliefs were obtained by combined similar subcategories. For 
example, the original categories for outcome expectancy were summarized 
into two main variables: emotional and psychological harm and social and 
psychological gain. Under some major combined variables (e.g., social 
and psychological gain variable of outcome expectancy), they also 
included some sub-categories which were combined from similar single 
categories as well (e.g., gain social status sub-variable of the social and 
psychological gain variable within the outcome expectancy). Those 
combined major variables were also recoded into dummy coding. This 
recoding approach will make the examination of moderation effects 
simplified such that the association between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression may vary depending on whether participants’ had 
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this type of cognition or not. This approach is easier and more feasible than using 
the summed scores, which may contain varying values across the social cognitive 
processes variables. This dummy coding method has been widely used in 
addressing open-ended questions for social cognitive process (e.g., Graham & 
Juvonen, 1998; Lansford, Malone, Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 2010; Wright et al., 
2012; Wright, 2012). 
 Attributions for relational aggression. In the first time study, to measure 
adolescents’ attribution for relational aggression, participants were first offered 
the description of typical relationally aggressive behaviors and were then asked to 
think of the probable reasons for such behaviors (attribution). They were 
prompted with two open-ended questions corresponding to general attribution 
and self-attribution respectively: “Describe the possible reasons or causes you 
think that might make one student do so (general attribution)” and “What were 
the reasons or causes that made you do so (self-attribution) ? ” (Wright et al., 
2012). For the general attribution question, 419 of 476 participated adolescents 
with identified ID provided valid answers. For the self-attribution item, 175 
adolescents in total provided valid attributions regarding the responded open-
ended question. According to the adolescents’ responses, coding schemes were 
generated that included 39 categories for general attribution and 31 categories for 
self-attribution of relationally aggressive behavior in dummy coding. The 
frequencies for main categories are shown in Table 1-1. After combining similar 
categories, three main variables of each type of attribution regarding relational 
aggression were obtained, including aggressor blame, victim blame and conflict. 
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In the aggressor blame attribution variable, the reasons for relationally aggressive 
behavior were the aggressor’s problem (e.g., because the aggressor was arrogant, 
self-centered, or impulsive; aggressor was jealous because victim was better than 
aggressor or better than others). A considerable number of adolescents’ responses 
matched at least one category in this attribution (74% in general attribution and 
39% in self- attribution). To better understanding what kind of problem of the 
aggressor that caused the relational aggression, the aggressor blame attribution 
were further categorized into two sub-types: aggressor's characteristics (e.g., the 
aggressor is jealous or impulsive) and aggressor's behaviors or intentions (e.g., 
revenge). Second, the victim blame attribution referred to attributing relational 
aggression to the victim’s faults (e.g., the victim was obnoxious, had bad 
characteristics or lacked social competence). More than one-third of the responses 
in general attribution (35%) and half of self-attribution answers (50%) indicated 
that it was the victims’ characteristics that made the aggressor use relational 
aggression to treat them. In addition, this victim blame attribution variable could 
also be further categorized into two sub-types: victim’s characteristics (e.g., bad 
character or obnoxious) and victim’s behavior (e.g., misbehavior). Finally, the 
conflict attribution variable represented a neutral view about the relation 
aggression among adolescents (e.g., conflicts due to poor communication or 
misunderstanding). All those variables were coded in dummy coding after 
combining the initial categories. Not all initial categories were combined into 
those major variables because some unspecific coded categories did not match the 
characteristic of any type of main variables and also had low frequencies.  
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For general attribution, in addition to the three main attribution types, 
including their subtypes, four single categories were so prominent that they were 
also analyzed as individual social cognitive variables in a set of supplemental 
analyses. These four single categories included jealousy (i.e., the aggressor is 
jealous about the victim), dislike the victim (i.e., because the aggressor disliked 
the victim), revenge (e.g., the aggressor’s relationally aggressive behavior is 
because of revenge) and misbehavior (i.e., because the victim did misbehavior 
first). Although these four categories were treated as types of aggressor blame or 
victim blame attribution, they were highly mentioned by participants (15% of the 
overall adolescents who answered the general attribution question had responses 
conformed to the jealousy category; 13% fit the revenge category; 12% in the 
dislike the victim category; and 11% of the responses were in the misbehavior 
category). Thus, these four categories will be also analyzed as attribution 
variables and remained the original dummy coding in a set of supplemental 
analyses to have a closer look at some of the prominent cognitions. Because there 
is not any category with prominent frequencies in the self-attribution, no single 
categories will be analyzed of this type of attribution.  
In summary, for the general attribution variable, there are three major 
variables (aggressor blame, victim blame and conflict) and four single categories 
(jealousy, revenge, dislike the victim and misbehavior). The aggressor blame 
variable can be further divided into aggressor’s characteristics or emotions and 
aggressor’s behaviors or intents. The victim blame variable can be classified into 
victim’s characteristics and victim’s behaviors. For the self-attribution variable, 
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three major variables (aggressor blame, victim blame and conflict) were obtained.  
In addition to the above categorizations regarding general attribution and 
self-attribution, another exploratory categorization for this social cognitive 
process will be conducted in the study. Inspired by the attribution theory in social 
psychology (e.g.,Choi, Nisbett, & Norenzayan, 1999), the concept of external 
attribution and internal attribution will be applied in defining and classifying 
coded attribution categories as another supplementary categorization. The internal 
attribution blames involved individuals of the relationally aggressive conflicts; 
however, the external attribution attributes such conflicts to neutral factors instead 
of people. Specifically in this study, the combined variable of aggressor blame 
and victim blame variables, which blame the relational aggression to particular 
persons’ faults, will be gathered as internal attribution variable; the conflict 
variable which reflects neutral attribution will be identified as external attribution 
in this supplementary analysis (see Table 1-2). This classification method is 
available for both general attribution and self-attribution. 
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Table 1-1 
   
Major coding categories of attribution for relational aggression in Time 1. 
Variable Category Frequency 
  
T1General T1Self 
    (N = 419) (N=175) 
Aggressor Blame 
   
Aggressor's characteristics  
 
224(53%) 51(29%) 
 
(1) Jealousy 61(15%) 29(17%) 
 
(2) Dislike the victim 52(12%) 17(10%) 
 
(3) Critical/Unforgiving 31(7%) N/A 
 
(4) Self-centered 20(5%) 1(.2%) 
 
(5) Mad at victim 14(3%) N/A 
 
(6) Impulsive/Lack of control 14(3%) N/A 
 
(7) Social status threatened 13(3%) 1(.6%) 
 
(8) Arrogant 11(3%) 3(2%) 
 
(9) Being Aggressive 8(2%) N/A 
    
Aggressor's behaviors or intentions 
 
84(20%) 18(10%) 
 
(1) To revenge 55(13%) 4(2%) 
 
(2) To satisfy psychological needs 17(4%) 8(5%) 
 
(3) To tease the victim 7(2%) N/A 
 
(4) To ostracize the victim 4(.9%) N/A 
 
(5) To sabotage 1(.2%) 3(2%) 
 
(6) To show self-influence N/A 2(1%) 
 
(7) To hurt victim's influence N/A 1(.6%) 
    
Victim Blame 
   
Victim's characters 
 
83(20%) 17(10%) 
  (1) Bad habit 33(8%) 11(6%) 
 
(2) Obnoxious  18(4%) 2(1%) 
 
(3) Bad character 15(4%) N/A 
 
(4) Lack of social competence 11(3%) N/A 
 
(5) Poor academic performance 6(1%) 4(2%) 
    
Victim's behaviors 
 
65(16%) 71(41%) 
 
(1) Misbehavior  44(11%) 36(21%) 
 
(2) Aggression 21(5%) 3(2%) 
 
(3) Make the aggressor 
uncomfortable 
N/A 32(18%) 
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Conflict 
 
81(19%) 11(6%) 
 
(1) General conflict 78(17%) 10(6%) 
  (2) Lack of communication 3(.7%) 1(.6%) 
    Note: N/A refers to that this category received no score in the corresponding variable. 
Sample sizes for general attribution and self-attribution were based on adolescents who provided 
valid answer for each question. 
Several categories are not included in the form due to unspecific meaning. 
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Table 1-2 
   
Categories for exploratory attribution analysis 
Variable Category Frequency 
  
T1 General T1 Self 
    (N = 419) (N = 175) 
Internal Attribution 
   
 
(1) Aggressor Blame 308(73%) 69(39%) 
 
(2) Victim Blame 148(35%) 88(50%) 
    
External Attribution 
   
  (1) Conflict 81(19%) 11(6%) 
Note: Categories in this table are the same combined variables in Table 1-1 
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Outcome expectancy for relational aggression. Following the questions 
of attribution for relational aggression at Time 1, participants were prompted with 
another open-ended question about the outcome expectancy for relational 
aggression (e.g. “what effects or changes one may want to see when doing 
these?”). According to calculation, among the 476 valid participated adolescents 
in Time 1, 406 of them provided valid answers on this question. Similar to the 
coding process for attribution, adolescents’ outcome expectancy responses were 
firstly coded into 30 initial categories in dummy coding. The frequency for main 
categories shows in Table 2.The initial coded categories were summarized into 
two variables: emotional and psychological harm vs. social and psychological 
gain. However, not all the 30 initial categories were combined into these two 
main variables of outcome expectancy due to the following reasons. First, some 
initial categories did not match the characteristics of these two variables; 
secondly, categories which did not fit the two main variables usually had low 
frequencies and might not exert much influence on the relationship between social 
status insecurity and relational aggression.  
In the emotional and psychological harm variable, adolescents thought 
that the aggressor intended to inflict some emotional or psychological harm to the 
victim (e.g. to make victim feel hurtful and painful, want the victim to be 
aggressed by others or scolded by teachers, or to hurt victim’s status and 
influence). While in the social and psychological gain variable, adolescents 
believed that the aggressor wanted to acquire some benefit in social status or 
some psychological satisfaction (e.g., aggressors want to gain popularity, 
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attentions, or agreement from others on their opinion). These two major 
categories of outcome expectancy for relational aggression were also dummy-
coded after combining the initial categories. There were 84% participants who 
gave at least one emotional and psychological harm response; and 21% 
participants provided social and psychological gain outcome expectancies. To 
better understand what specific outcome expectancies can moderate the 
relationship between social status insecurity and relational aggression, two 
dominant single categories with high frequencies will also be examined as 
moderators in a set of supplemental analyses, including make the victim hurtful 
(17%) and isolate the victim (24%). Additionally, one sub-category under the 
social and psychological gain variable, the gain social status variable, also got 
high endorsement in adolescents’ outcome expectancy about relational aggression 
(16%). Thus, this variable should also serve as an individual moderator in 
analyzing its moderation effect in the relationship between social status insecurity 
and relational aggression. In summary, the outcome expectancy variables include: 
two major combined variable, emotional and psychological harm vs. social and 
psychological gain; one sub-type variable of social and psychological gain, that 
is, gain social status variable; and two dominant single categories, make the 
victim hurtful and isolate the victim. 
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Note: Sample size in this variable is based on adolescents who provided valid answers for this 
question. 
Several categories are not included in the form due to unspecific meaning. 
  
Table 2   
 Major coding categories of outcome expectancy for relational aggression in Time 1. 
Variable Category Frequency   
    N= 406   
Emotional and Psychological Harm                                                                     
Harm the victim's emotion                                                                                 140(34%)                             
 
 
               (1) Make the victim hurt 70(17%) 
 
 
               (2) Make the victim lonely 33(8%) 
 
 
               (3) Make the victim angry 24(6%) 
 
 
               (4) Hurt Victim's self-esteem 11(3%) 
 
 
               (5) Make the victim scared 2(.4%) 
 
Harm the victim's relation                                                                                  166(41%)                               
 
 
               (1) Isolate the victim 99(24%) 
 
 
               (2) Make the victim be disliked 19(5%) 
 
 
               (3) Put victim in bad situation 16(4%) 
 
 
               (4) Make others scold the victim 11(3%) 
 
 
               (5) Hurt victim's reputation 6(1%) 
 
 
               (6) Humiliate the victim 5(1%) 
 
 
               (7) Hurt victim's status 4(1%) 
 
 
               (8) Make Victim Withdraw from  
                  socializing 
3(.6%) 
 
 
               (9) Hurt victim's academic performance 3(.6%) 
 
 
  
 Social and Psychological gain                                                                                 
 Gain social status 66(16%) 
 
 
               (1) Make the victim apologize 27(7%) 
 
 
               (2) Maintain dominance 16(4%) 
 
 
               (3) Get other's agreement 12(3%) 
 
 
               (4) Gain popularity 5(1%) 
 
 
               (5) Get other's attention 4(1%) 
 
 
               (6) Be liked by others 1(.2%) 
 
 
               (7) Make the victim yield 1(.2%) 
 
Psychological satisfaction 
  
21(5%)   
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Normative beliefs for relational aggression. After being presented the 
description of relationally aggressive behaviors in Time 1, adolescents were asked 
to provide teachers’ and peers’ normative beliefs for such behaviors based on 
their perception through two open-ended questions, respectively: “How would 
teachers think about such behaviors?” and “How would peers think about such 
behaviors?” Accordingly, adolescents’ responses to these two questions reflect 
their understanding about teachers’ and peers’ views on relational aggression. 
There were totally 356 adolescents provided valid responses in teachers’ view of 
normative beliefs and 370 of them offered valid answers in peers’ view of 
normative beliefs. Following the same coding procedure as used for attribution 
and outcome expectancy, teachers’ normative beliefs were coded into 32 initial 
categories and peers’ normative beliefs were categorized into 36 initial categories 
in dummy coding. Most initial categories for teachers’ and peers’ normative 
beliefs were combined into two major variables: negative view and 
supportive/neutral view. The former variable reflected teachers’ and peers’ 
negative, unsupportive responses or intervening intention towards relationally 
aggressive behaviors such as “(teachers or peers might) feel disappointed about 
these behaviors”, “feel unacceptable about these behaviors” and “will criticize or 
blame the aggressor”. The supportive/neutral view included neutral to supportive 
attitudes towards relational aggression such as “(teachers or peers might) have 
acceptable attitude about such behaviors”, “will support the behaviors”, and “not 
get involved”. These two variables were also dummy coded for both teachers’ 
and peers’ normative beliefs. Categories that were not combined into any of these 
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two major variables were due to both obscure meaning (e.g., cannot be coded into 
any specific category) and low frequencies. Additionally, the highly mentioned 
single categories will also be examined as the moderators in a set of supplemental 
analyses. These single categories include “feel it uncomfortable” and “blame the 
behavior” in the negative view variable of both teachers’ and peers’ normative 
beliefs. In teachers’ normative beliefs, there were 33% participants who answered 
this question provided answers in the feel it uncomfortable category and 26% of 
them thought teachers would blame the behavior. In peers’ normative beliefs, 
18% of adolescents provided answers that conformed to these two categories. 
These dominant single categories will serve as moderators like the combined 
variables in testing their moderation effects on the relations between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression. 
In addition to open-ended questions, adolescents also reported their 
perception of normative beliefs about relational aggression from teachers’ and 
peers views on a scale which contains three items. Specifically, adolescents were 
asked to rate to what extent relational aggression was acceptable, tolerable, and 
normal for boys or girls separately using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 
(very unacceptable/intolerable/atypical) to 5(very acceptable/tolerable/typical) 
(See Appendix E). To be consistent, scores for boys and girls in the three 
normative beliefs (i.e., acceptance, tolerance, and normalcy) were combined and 
averaged because for all other social cognitive process variables, participants’ 
responses were not differentiated by adolescent gender. These three aspects of 
normative beliefs for relational aggression were combined into one normative 
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belief variable from teachers’ view and peers’ view to reflect adolescents’ general 
normative beliefs about relational aggression in analysis. For the teachers’ 
normative beliefs variable, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .86. Cronbach’s 
alpha for peers’ normative beliefs was .89. 
  
51 
 
 
Table 3 
   
Major coding categories of normative beliefs for relational aggression 
Variable Category Frequency 
  
Teachers' normative belief Peers' normative belief 
    N=356 N=370 
Negative view                    
 
Negative view               187(53%) 158(43%) 
 
        (1) Feel it unacceptable 116(33%) 65(18%) 
 
        (2) Angry 24(7%) 13(4%) 
 
        (3) Disgust 10(3%) 5(1%) 
 
        (4) Unhappy about it 10(3%) 15(4%) 
 
        (5) Bored 10(3%) 4(1%) 
 
        (6) Dislike it 7(2%) 37(10%) 
 
        (7) Annoyed 3(.8%) 4(1%) 
 
        (8) Disagree 2(.6%) N/A 
 
        (9) Feel it naïve 2(.6%) N/A 
 
        (10) Laugh at the behavior 2(.6%) 3(.8%) 
 
        (11) Disappointing 1(.3%) N/A 
 
        (12) Think the aggression is  
             shameful     
N/A 12(3%) 
 
Intervention intention 
 
229(64%) 
 
162(44%) 
 
        (1) Blame the behavior 91(26%) 65(18%) 
 
        (2) Blame the aggressor 79(22%) 57(15%) 
 
        (3) Correct aggressor's  
            behavior 
31(9%) 9(2%) 
 
        (4) Stop the behavior 9(3%) 6(2%) 
 
        (5) Criticize the aggressor 8(2%) N/A 
 
        (6) Get involved directly 4(1%) N/A 
 
        (7) Expel aggressor form the  
            school 
4(1%) N/A 
 
        (8) Punish aggressor 3(.8%) 1(.3%) 
 
        (9) Don't play with the  
            aggressor 
N/A 22(6%) 
 
        (10) Point aggressor's fault N/A 2(.5%) 
    
Supportive/Neutral view 
  
 
        (1) Normative attitude 12(3%) 27(7%) 
 
        (2) Think it understandable 6(2%) 4(1%) 
 
        (3) Acceptable attitude 4(1%) 7(2%) 
 
        (4) Support the behavior 4(1%) 5(1%) 
 
        (5) Not get involved 4(1%) N/A 
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        (6) Condone the behavior 2(.6%) 7(2%) 
 
        (7) No response 1(.3%) 4(1%) 
 
        (8) No intervene N/A 2(.5%) 
          (9) Ignore it N/A 15(4%) 
Note: Sample size in this variable is based on adolescents who provided valid answer for this 
question. 
Several categories are not included in the form due to unspecific meaning. 
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Results 
Before examining hypothesized models, descriptive analysis was first 
conducted among all continuous variables involved in this study (see Table 4). 
Variables for social cognitive variables were coded into dummy variables and the 
frequencies for those variables were shown in Table 1 to Table 3 in the method 
section. The correlation results indicated that relational victimization was 
significantly correlated with relational aggression in both concurrent and 
longitudinal models. At Time 2, both self-reported and peer nominated relational 
victimization significantly correlated with social status insecurity. Social status 
insecurity and relational aggression were significantly correlated. Specifically, 
Time 1 social status insecurity was significantly correlated with Time 1 self-
reported, Time 1 teacher reported, and Time 2 self-reported relational aggression. 
Time 2 social status insecurity and Time 2 self-reported relational aggression 
were also significantly correlated. These correlational results were consistent with 
the study hypotheses and indicated that further analyses were appropriate. 
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Table 4  
          Descriptive Statistics for Relational Victimization, Social Status Insecurity, and Relational Aggression 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1.T1SRRV —                   
2.T2SRRV .26
**
 — 
        
3.T2PNRV .22
**
 .34
**
 — 
       
4.T1PNRA .15
**
 .20
**
 .30
**
 — 
      
5.T2PNRA .23
**
 .22
**
 .34
**
 .57
**
 — 
     
6.T1SRRA .15
**
 .05 .08 .27
**
 .10 — 
    
7.T2SRRA .19
**
 .19
**
 .19
**
 .14
*
 .14
**
 .29
**
 — 
   
8.T1TRRA .13
**
 -.03 .21
**
 .28
**
 .20
**
 .24
**
 .09 — 
  
9. T1SSI .10 .19
**
 .13
*
 .06 .04 .24
**
    .22
**
 .12
*
 — 
 
10. T2SSI .08 .23
**
 .19
**
 .08 .08 .10    .30
**
 .00 .38
**
 — 
 
          
Mean NA NA 27.80 3.00 27.80 10.13 32.22 9.52 12.67 32.94 
SD NA NA 44.54 17.01 44.54 27.45 45.35 26.57 29.30 44.65 
Note. T1/T2 = Time 1/Time 2; SR = Self-reports; PN = Peer Nomination; TR = Teacher Reports; RV = Relational 
Victimization; RA = Relational Aggression; SSI = Social Status Insecurity; 
Means and standard deviations were not available for self-reported relational victimization at both time points of 
the study because those two variables were dichotomous (answered in Yes or No) 
*
 p < .05. 
**
 p < .01. 
***
 p < .001. 
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Moderation Effects of General Attributions on the Relations between Social 
Status Insecurity and Relational Aggression 
 The moderation effects examined in this study explored how a series of 
social cognitive processes regarding relational aggression exerted impact to 
youth’s display of this type of aggressive behavior when they felt unsafe of their 
social standing. According to Crick and Dodge’s (1994) Social Information-
Processing (SIP) theory, children’s social behaviors can be regarded as products 
of their pertinent cognitive processes. When receiving social information in peer 
interactions, children and adolescents carefully analyze such information via 
social cognitive processes step by step (i.e., encoding social information, 
analyzing social information, formulating the goal and strategies for the received 
social stimulus, evaluating potential outcomes) before eventually conduct reactive 
behaviors towards the social information they receive (Crick & Dodge, 1994). 
Social cognitive processes play crucial roles in children’s and adolescents’ social 
behaviors. For instance, different patterns of attribution on others’ intentions or 
behaviors evoke adolescents’ different behavioral responses later on (Godleski & 
Ostrov, 2010). Moreover, adolescents’ different anticipation on the outcome of 
certain behaviors also affect their exhibition of these acts in social interactions 
(Goldstein & Tisak, 2004).Accordingly, in this study, how social cognitive 
processes regarding relational aggression (i.e., attribution, outcome expectancy, 
and normative beliefs) related to adolescents’ relational aggression under the 
condition of social status insecurity were tested as moderation models. 
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A series of hierarchical regressions were conducted to investigate whether 
the association between adolescents’ social status insecurity and relational 
aggression was moderated by their general attribution about relational aggression. 
Independent variables in each of these moderation models were Time 1 social 
status insecurity, one of the general attribution variables, and interaction terms 
between social status insecurity and the general attribution variable. Dependent 
variables were adolescents’ relational aggression from different informants at two 
time points of the study, including self-reported, peer nominated and teacher 
reported (in Time 1 only) relational aggression. The general attribution variables 
were served as moderators in these hierarchical regression models. There were 11 
moderators in total: three major combined variables (i.e., aggressor blame, victim 
blame, and conflict), four sub-variables (i.e., aggressor’s characteristics, 
aggressor’s behaviors or intentions, victim’s characteristics, and victim’s 
behaviors), and four single attribution categories (i.e., revenge, jealousy, dislike 
the victim, and victim’s misbehavior). In addition of those 11 types of attributions, 
two different categories of attribution were used in the exploratory analysis for 
general attribution: internal attribution and external attribution. The former refers 
to attributions which blame any involved person (i.e., aggressors or victims) of 
the relational aggression; however, the latter refers to neutral attributions of 
relational aggression. The internal attribution was the combination of the 
aggressor blame and victim blame attributions and was further coded as a dummy 
variable. The external attribution was conflict attribution. These two exploratory 
attribution variables were also tested as moderators. Every attribution variable as 
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listed above was a single moderator in each regression model. And every 
moderator was tested in three concurrent models (dependent variables 
were Time 1 self-reported relational aggression, Time 1 peer nominated 
relational aggression, and Time 1 teacher reported relational aggression) 
and two longitudinal models (dependent variables were Time 2 self-
reported relational aggression and peer nominated relational aggression). 
Additionally, in each regression models, adolescents’ gender was 
considered as a covariate in order to examine the clear predictive effect 
from social status insecurity and attribution moderators to dependent 
variables above and beyond any potential effect of gender. Moreover, in 
each longitudinal regression model, Time 1 dependent variable was 
controlled as a covariate in the prediction of Time 2 dependent variable. 
For example, when using Time 2 self-reported relational aggression as the 
dependent variables, the self-reported relational aggression at Time 1 was 
controlled in the regression model. Furthermore, in each hierarchical 
regression, continuous variable (e.g., Time 1 social status insecurity ) were 
centered before computing into the interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991).  
As the results show (see Tables 5-1 to 5-4), some general 
attribution variables moderated the relationship between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression both concurrently and longitudinally. 
Specifically, Table 5-1 indicated that Time 1 social status insecurity was 
significantly and positively associated with Time 2 self-reported relational 
aggression (β = .16, p < .01) above and beyond gender and T1 self-
58 
 
 
reported relational aggression. Gender was not a significant predictor of 
adolescents’ self-reported relational aggression at Time 2. Self-reported relational 
aggression at Time 1 significantly predicted Time 2’s relational aggression (β 
= .29, p < .001). A significant social status insecurity by revenge attribution 
interaction was found for Time 2 self-reported relational aggression (β = .16, p 
< .05; R
2
 = .13, ΔR2 = .02, p < .05). Follow-up analysis on the simple slopes 
revealed that if adolescents had the revenge attribution, their social status 
insecurity was more strongly related to relational aggression (β = .40, p < .05) 
than participants who did not have such an attribution (β = .12, p < .05). 
 Table 5-1 also revealed a marginally significant moderation effect of 
revenge attribution on the association between Time 1 social status insecurity and 
Time 2 peer nominated relation aggression (β = .08,  p < .10; R2 = .38, ΔR2 = .01, 
p < .10). Follow-up analysis showed that with or without the revenge attribution, 
Time 1 social status insecurity was related to Time 2 peer nominated relational 
aggression in different directions, although neither simple slope was significant. 
Specifically, the association was positive when adolescents held this attribution (β 
= .21, p = .20), but was slightly negative when not holding this attribution (β = -
.04, p = .42). 
 Table 5-2 indicated a main effect of gender on adolescents’ peer 
nominated relational aggression at Time 1 (β = -.13, p < .05) such that boys’ had a 
significantly higher relational aggression than girls’. The interaction between 
Time 1 social status insecurity and aggressor’s behaviors or intentions attribution 
was near significant in predicting adolescents’ peer nominated relational 
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aggression in the Time 1 concurrent model (β = .09,  p < .10; R2 = .03, ΔR2 = .01, 
p < .1). Follow-up simple slope tests demonstrated that the association between 
social status insecurity and peer nominated relational aggression was stronger (β 
= .13, p < .10) when adolescents having the aggressor’s behaviors and intentions 
attribution than not having such an attribution (β = .05, p < .10). 
 Table 5-3 shows a main effect of gender that boys’ self-reported relational 
aggression was significantly higher than girls’ (β = -.11, p < .05). Additionally, a 
marginally significant Time 1 social status insecurity by dislike the victim 
attribution interaction was also found (β = .08, p < .10; R2 = .08, ΔR2 = .01, p < .1). 
After conducting follow-up tests, the results showed that when adolescents held 
the dislike the victim attribution, the association between social status insecurity 
and self-reported relational aggression was stronger (β = .44, p < .01) than not 
holding this attribution (β = .22, p < .001). 
 In summary, the moderation regression analyses showed that revenge 
moderated the association between social status insecurity and self-reported as 
well as peer nominated relational aggression in the longitudinal model. Holding 
the revenge attribution could strengthen the positive influence from social status 
insecurity on relational aggression. Aggressor’s behaviors and intentions and 
dislike the victim general attributions showed near significant moderation effects. 
Both of these two attributions rendered the relation between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression stronger at Time 1. Among the remaining 
models, social status insecurity and several general attribution variables only 
showed main effects on adolescents’ relational aggression. Specifically, Time 1 
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social status insecurity was found significantly related to Time 1 self-reported 
relational aggression (β = .24, p < .001) and Time 1 teacher reported relational 
aggression (β = .10, p < .05) in concurrent models. In longitudinal models, social 
status insecurity was positively related to Time 2 self-reported relational 
aggression (β = .17, p < .01). Regarding the main effects of attribution variables, 
aggressor blame attribution was significantly and negatively related to Time 1 
peer nominated relational aggression (β = -.14, p < .01; R2 = .04, ΔR2 = .02, p 
< .01). Jealousy attribution was negatively associated with peer nominated 
relational aggression at Time 1 (β = .10, p < .05; R2 = .03, ΔR2 = .01, p < .05). 
With respect to the exploratory analyses, the results of main effects showed that 
internal attribution was significantly and negatively related to Time 1 peer 
nominated relational aggression (β = -.11. p < .05; R2 = .04, ΔR2 = .03, p < .05), 
but was significantly and positively associated with Time 2 self-reported 
relational aggression (β = .13, p < .05; R2 = .12, ΔR2 = .04, p < .01) after 
controlling for Time 1 self-reported relational aggression (β = .28, p < .001). No 
main or interaction effects of the remaining general attribution variables were 
found in the regression results.  
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Table 5-1  
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Revenge on Time 2 Relational Aggression (General Attribution) 
  T2SRRA                                                                       T2PNRA 
Predictor variable                                   B            SE           β            R2               ΔR2                      B           SE           β           R2             ΔR2 
 
Block 1                                                                                              .08         .08
***
                                                          .34       .34
***
 
Gender                                         -.03          .06        -.03                                                  .07          .10         .04 
            T1RA                                            .22          .04         .29
***
                                              .56           .04        .58
***
 
   Block 2                              .11          .11
***
       .38          .37
***
 
Gender                                         -.02          .06        -.02
*
                                                .15          .08         .09
*
 
T1RA                                            .18          .04         .24
***
                                              .61          .05         .61
***
 
T1SSI                                            .09          .03         .16
**
                                             -.01          .04        -.01 
Revenge                                        .10          .08         .07                                                 -.03          .11        -.01 
   Block 3                                                                                              .13          .02
*
   .38          .01
+
 
 Gender                                         -.01          .06         -.01                                                .16           .08         .09
*
 
 T1RA .17 .04         .23
***
                                              .61          .05         .62
***
 
 T1SSI .06 .03         .11
+ 
                                               -.03         .04         -.04
+
 
 Revenge .01 .08         .07                                                 -.02         .11         -.01 
 T1SSI×Revenge .22 .09         .16
*
                                                .19          .12         .08
+
 
 
Note. T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status Insecurity; Revenge = Revenge Attribution; T2SRRA = Time 2 Self-reported Relational 
Aggression; T2PNRA = Time 2 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression; T1RA was T1 Self-reported Relational Aggression in the left 
model and was T1 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression in the right model;  
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 5-2  
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Aggressor Behaviors or 
intentions on Time 1 Relational Aggression (General Attribution) 
              
                                                                                             T1PNRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE           β                 R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .02               .02
*
 
 Gender                                              -.22          .08             -.13
*
  
Block 2                               .02                .00 
 Gender                                              -.21          .08             -.12
*
 
 T1SSI                                                 .05          .05               .06 
 Aggressor’s Behaviors                       .01          .11               .00 
Block 3                                                                                                                .03               .01
+
 
 Gender                                              -.21          .08              -.12
*
 
 T1SSI                                                 .02          .05               .02 
 Aggressor’s Behaviors                      -.02         .11               -.01 
 T1SSI × Aggressor’s Behaviors        .20     .13           .09+ 
 
Note. T1PNRA = Time 1 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status 
Insecurity; Aggressor’s behaviors = Aggressor’s behaviors or intentions attribution. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 5-3 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Dislike the Victim on Time 
1 Relational Aggression (General Attribution) 
              
                                                                                             T1SRRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE           β                 R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .01               .01
*
 
 Gender                                              -.15          .06            -.11
*
  
Block 2                               .07                .06
***
 
 Gender                                              -.14          .06            -.10
*
 
 T1SSI                                                 .16          .04              .24
***
 
 Dislike the Victim                        .02          .10              .01 
Block 3                                                                                                                .08               .01
+
 
 Gender                                              -.14          .06             -.10
*
 
 T1SSI                                                 .16          .04              .22
***
 
 Dislike the victim                               .01          .10             -.01 
 T1SSI × Dislike the Victim                .22      .13          .08
+
 
 
Note. T1SRRA = Time 1 Self-reported Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status 
Insecurity. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Moderation Effects of Self-Attributions on the Relations between Social 
Status Insecurity and Relational Aggression 
 The analysis method for the moderation effects of self-attributions on the 
association between Time 1 social status insecurity and relational aggression was 
the same as the one used for the general attributions. Self-attribution referred to 
the adolescents’ attribution for the relational aggression conducted by themselves. 
Hierarchical regressions were conducted to examine the moderation effects of 
self-attributions. Independent variables in those models were Time 1 social status 
insecurity and adolescents’ self-attribution regarding relational aggression. 
Dependent variables were relational aggression reported by different informants 
in both concurrent and longitudinal models. Moderators were three categories of 
self-attribution: aggressor blame, victim blame, and conflict. Additionally, 
exploratory analysis was also conducted for internal attribution and external 
attribution of self-attributions. The internal attribution was the combined variable 
of aggressor blame and victim blame self-attribution variables and the external 
attribution was the conflict self-attribution. These two exploratory self-
attributions were served as moderators in exploratory analyses. There were five 
models for each moderator: three of them were concurrent models (dependent 
variables were Time 1 self-reported relational aggression, Time 1 peer nominated 
relational aggression, and Time 1 teacher reported relational aggression) and two 
longitudinal models (dependent variables were Time 2 self-reported relational 
aggression and peer nominated relational aggression). Gender served as a control 
variable in each regression model. Time 1 relational aggression was considered as 
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a control variable in each longitudinal model in predicting Time 2 relational 
aggression.  
The results indicated that both social status insecurity and self-
attribution significantly related to relational aggression. Self-attribution 
significantly moderated the relationship between social status insecurity 
and relational aggression. Main effects of self-attributions and social status 
insecurity were also found in both concurrent and longitudinal models. 
Specifically, as Table 6-1 showed, there was a main effect of gender that 
boys’ peer nominated relational aggression was significantly higher than 
girls’ (β = -.14, p < .01) at Time 1. The result also revealed a significant 
social status insecurity by conflict interaction for Time 1 peer nominated 
relational aggression (β = -.11, p < .05; R2 = .04, ΔR2 = .01, p < .05), 
which suggested a significant moderation effect of the conflict self-
attribution. The follow-up simple slope analysis showed that without the 
conflict self-attribution, the relationship between Time 1 social status 
insecurity and Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression was 
marginally significant (β = .08, p < .10); however, this association became 
non-significant if adolescents had the conflict self-attribution (β = -.44, p 
= .19). Such results pattern of conflict attribution also indicates significant 
moderation effects of the external attribution.  
 As to the moderation effect for the exploratory analysis, meaningful result 
was also found (see Table 6-2). A main effect of gender was found for 
adolescents’ self-reported relational aggression at Time 1 (β = -.11, p < .05), 
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which suggested that boys’ relational aggression was significantly higher than 
girls’. Above and beyond the gender effect, the internal attribution for 
adolescents’ self-attribution marginally moderated the association between social 
status insecurity and self-reported relational aggression in the concurrent model (β 
= -.11, p < .10; R
2
 = .08, ΔR2 = .01, p < .10). The follow-up test revealed that if 
adolescents did not have the internal attribution regarding their relational 
aggression, the relationship between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 1 
self-reported relational aggression was significant (β = .29, p < .001); in contrast, 
this relation became non-significant when they had such an attribution (β = .11, p 
= .19). The moderation test results for external attribution were reported in the 
conflict attribution’s section since the external attribution was the conflict 
attribution.  
 In addition to the interaction effects, there were some main effects of 
social status insecurity and self-attribution on relational aggression. Specifically, 
Time 1 social status insecurity significantly related to Time 1 self-reported 
relational aggression (β = .24, p < .001) and teacher-reported relational aggression 
(β = .10, p < .05); social status insecurity at Time 1 was also significantly and 
longitudinally related to self-reported relational aggression at Time 2 (β = .15, p 
< .10). The victim blame self-attribution at Time 1 significantly predicted peer-
nominated relational aggression at Time 2 (β = .10, p < .05; R2 = .38, ΔR2 = .01, p 
< .10).  Additionally, adolescents’ internal attribution significantly related to the 
teacher reported relational aggression at Time 1 (β = .09, p < .05; R2 = .09, ΔR2 
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= .02, p < .01). No other main or interaction effects of the remaining self-
attribution variables were found in the regression results. 
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Table 6-1  
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Conflict on Time 1 
Relational Aggression (Self-Attribution) 
              
                                                                                             T1PNRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE           β                 R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                        .02                .02
**
 
 Gender                                              -.24          .08            -.14
**
  
Block 2                               .03                .01 
 Gender                                              -.23          .08            -.13
**
 
 T1SSI                                                 .06          .04              .06 
 Conflict (External Attribution)          .39          .26              .07 
Block 3                                                                                                               .04                .01
*
 
 Gender                                              -.23          .08             -.13
**
 
 T1SSI                                                 .07          .04              .08
+
 
 Conflict (External Attribution)         .33           .26              .06 
 T1SSI × Conflict (External)            -.66     .28         -.11
*
 
 
Note. T1PNRA = Time 1 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status 
Insecurity; Conflict = Conflict Attribution; External = External Attribution. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 6-2  
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding Moderation Effect of Internal Attribution on Time 1 
Relational Aggression (Self-Attribution) 
              
                                                                                             T1SRRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE           β                 R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .01               .01
*
 
 Gender                                              -.15          .06            -.11
*
  
Block 2                                .07               .06
***
 
 Gender                                              -.14          .06            -.10
*
 
 T1SSI                                                 .17          .03              .24
***
 
 Internal Attribution                           -.14          .07             -.11 
Block 3                                                                                                                .08               .01
+
 
 Gender                                              -.14          .06             -.11
*
 
 T1SSI                                                 .22          .04              .30
***
 
 Internal Attribution                            .06          .04              .07 
 T1SSI × Internal Attribution            -.14     .07         -.11
+
 
 
Note. T1PNRA = Time 1 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status 
Insecurity. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Moderation Effects of Outcome Expectancy on the Relations between Social 
Status Insecurity and Relational Aggression 
 To examine the moderation effects of adolescents’ outcome expectancies 
on the relationship between social status insecurity and relational aggression, 
similar hierarchical regressions as be used in attribution were conducted. 
Moderators for these models were all categories of outcome expectancies, 
including: emotional and psychological harm and social and psychological gain, 
which were major combined variables; gain social status, which was a sub-
variable under the social and psychological gain variable; make the victim hurt 
and isolate the victim, which were two dominant single categories. For each 
moderation model, five hierarchical regression tests were conducted. Three of 
them were concurrent models that dependent variables were Time 1 self-reported 
relational aggression, Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression, and Time 1 
teacher reported relational aggression; and the rest two were longitudinal models 
that dependent variables were Time 2 self-reported relational aggression and peer 
nominated relational aggression. The covariate for these moderation regression 
models was gender. Time 1 relational aggression served as a control variable in 
longitudinal models to predict Time 2 relational aggression.  
According to the results (see Tables 7-1 to 7-4), different outcome 
expectancies exerted different moderation effects on the associations between 
social status insecurity and relational aggression. Specifically, Table 7-1 shows 
that above and beyond gender and Time 1 self-reported relational aggression, the 
emotional and psychological harm outcome expectancy significantly moderated 
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the relationship between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 2 self-reported 
relational aggression (β = -.17, p < .05; R2 = .12, ΔR2 = .02, p < .5). The follow-up 
analysis showed that if adolescents did not expect relational aggression to cause 
any emotional and/or psychological harm to the victim, social status insecurity 
was significantly and positively related to Time 2 self-reported relational 
aggression (β = .27, p < .001); in contrast, if adolescents thought relational 
aggression would exert emotional and/or psychological harm to the victim, such 
an association became non-significant (β = .01, p = .88). 
 In Table 7-2, the results indicated gender was a significant predictor of 
Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression such that boys’ peer nominated 
relational aggression at Time 1 was significantly higher than girls’ (β = -.13, p 
< .01). A significant interaction between make the victim hurt outcome 
expectancy and Time 1 social status insecurity suggested a significant moderation 
effect of make the victim hurt on the relationship between Time 1 social status 
insecurity and Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression (β = .16, p < .01; R2 
= .04, ΔR2 = .02, p < .01). The follow-up analysis indicated that with the make the 
victim hurt outcome expectancy, Time 1 social status insecurity was significantly 
related to Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression (β = .31, p < .05); however, 
this relationship turned out non-significant if adolescents did not hold such an 
outcome expectancy for relational aggression (β = -.01, p = .84). 
 In addition to the significant interactions, there were several marginally 
significant interactions, which are worth noting. As Tables 7-3 show, above and 
beyond control variables, a marginally significant Time 1 social status insecurity 
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by gain social status interaction was found for Time 2 self-reported relational 
aggression (β = .11, p < .10; R2 = .12, ΔR2 = .01, p < .10). The follow-up analysis 
showed that when having the gain social status outcome expectancy for relational 
aggression, the relation between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 2 self-
reported relational aggression was stronger (β = .35, p < .05) than not having such 
an outcome expectancy (β = .12, p < .05). 
 A marginally significant interaction was also found for isolate the victim 
in predicting Time 2 self-reported relational aggression (see Table 7-4 left part; β 
= .10, p < .10; R
2
 = .12, ΔR2 = .01, p < .10). Follow-up analysis revealed that if 
adolescents holding the isolate the victim outcome expectancy, the association 
between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 2 self-reported relational 
aggression was stronger (β = .27, p < .05) than not holding such an outcome 
expectancy (β = .12, p < .10). Moreover, isolate the victim outcome expectancy 
near significantly moderated the relationship between Time 1 social status 
insecurity and Time 2 peer nominated relational aggression (see Table 7-4 right 
part; β = .09, p < .10; R2 = .38, ΔR2 = .01, p < .10). In this model, the peer 
nominated relational aggression at Time 1 showed a significant main effect in 
predicting Time 2 peer nominated relational aggression (β = .61, p < .001). 
Follow-up analysis showed that that whether or not having this outcome 
expectancy, Time 1 social status insecurity was related to Time 2 peer nominated 
relational aggression in different directions, although both of these simple slopes 
were not significant. Specifically, when adolescents had the isolate the victim 
outcome expectancy, the association between social status insecurity and Time 2 
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peer nominated relational aggression was positive (β = .11, p = .26); however, 
when adolescents did not have such an outcome expectancy, that relationship was 
slightly negative (β = -.05, p = .35). 
 In conclusion, adolescents’ different outcome expectancies moderated the 
relationship between social status insecurity and relational aggression 
significantly. Without the Emotional and psychological harm outcome 
expectancy, Time 1 social status insecurity more strongly related to Time 2 self-
reported relational aggression. The relation between Time 1 social status 
insecurity and Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression was strengthened if 
adolescents having the make the victim hurt outcome expectancy. Gain social 
status promoted the positive relationship between Time 1 social status insecurity 
and Time 2 self-reported relational aggression. Isolate the victim outcome 
expectancy strengthened the association between Time 1 social status insecurity 
and Time 2 self-reported relational aggression as well as peer nominated 
relational aggression. Furthermore, some outcome expectancy variables were 
significant predictors to adolescents’ relational aggression. Emotional and 
psychological harm outcome expectancy was found significantly and negatively 
related to Time 1 self-reported relational aggression (β = -.10, p < .05; R2 = .08, 
ΔR2 = .07, p < .001). Psychological and social gain outcome expectancy 
significantly associated with Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression (β = .09, 
p < .05; R
2
 = .03, ΔR2 = .01, p < .10). In addition of these above reported effects, 
no other significant interaction or main effects were found with the rest of the 
outcome expectancy variables
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Table 7-1 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Emotional and 
Psychological Harm on Time 2 Relational Aggression (Outcome Expectancy) 
              
                                                                                               T2SRRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE            β                R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .08                .08
***
 
 Gender -.03 .06             -.03 
T1SRRA                                            .21          .04               .28
***
  
Block 2                                              .11                .03
*
 
 Gender                                              -.02          .06             -.02 
            T1SRRA                                            .18          .04               .24
***
 
 T1SSI                                                 .09          .03              .16
**
 
 Harm                                               -.02          .06              -.02 
Block 3                                                                                                                .12               .02
*
 
 Gender                                              -.02          .06             -.02 
            T1SRRA                                            .19          .04              .26
***
 
 T1SSI                                                 .15          .04              .28
***
 
 Harm                                                 -.02          .06             -.02 
 T1SSI × Harm                                   -.13     .06         -.17
*
 
 
Note. T2SRRA = Time 2 Self-reported Relational Aggression; T1SRRA = Time 1 Self-reported 
Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status Insecurity; Harm = Emotional and 
Psychological Harm outcome expectancy. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 7-2 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Make the Victim Hurt on 
Time 1 Relational Aggression (Outcome Expectancy) 
              
                                                                                             T1PNRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE           β                 R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .02               .02
*
 
 Gender                                              -.22          .08            -.13
**
  
Block 2                               .02                .01 
 Gender                                              -.21          .08            -.12
*
 
 T1SSI                                                 .05          .05              .06 
 Make the Victim Hurt                        .11           .12             .05 
Block 3                                                                                                                .04               .02
**
 
 Gender                                              -.21          .08             -.12
*
 
 T1SSI                                                -.01          .05             -.01 
 Make the Victim Hurt                         .10          .12             .04 
 T1SSI × Make the Victim Hurt          .36      .12          .16
**
 
 
Note. T1PNRA = Time 1 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status 
Insecurity. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 7-3 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect Gain Social Status on Time 2 
Relational Aggression (Outcome Expectancy) 
              
                                                                                               T2SRRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE            β                R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .08                .08
***
 
 Gender -.03 .06             -.03 
T1SRRA                                            .21          .04               .28
***
  
Block 2                                              .11                .02
*
 
 Gender                                              -.02          .06              -.02 
            T1SRRA                                            .18          .04               .24
***
 
 T1SSI                                                 .09          .03              .16
**
 
 Gain Status                                    .00          .08               .00 
Block 3                                                                                                                .12               .01
+
 
 Gender                                              -.02          .06             -.02 
            T1SRRA                                            .19          .04               .25
***
 
 T1SSI                                                 .07          .03               .12
*
 
 Gain Status                                        -.03          .06             -.02 
 T1SSI × Gain Status                           .17      .09           .11
+
 
 
Note. T2SRRA = Time 2 Self-reported Relational Aggression; T1SRRA = Time 1 Self-reported 
Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status Insecurity; Gain Status = Gain Social 
Status outcome expectancy. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 7-4 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect Isolate the Victim on Time 2 Relational Aggression (Outcome 
Expectancy) 
  
  T2SRRA                                                                       T2PNRA 
Predictor variable                                   B            SE           β            R2               ΔR2                      B           SE           β           R2           ΔR2 
 
Block 1                                                                                              .08          .08
***
                                                            .38       .38
***
 
Gender                                         -.03          .06        -.03                                                  .15          .08         .09
+
 
            T1RA                                            .21          .04         .28
***
                                             .61           .04         .61
***
 
   Block 2                             .11           .03
**
          .38   .00 
Gender                                         -.02          .06        -.02                                                 .15           .08         .09
+
 
T1RA                                            .18          .04         .24
***
                                             .61           .04         .61
***
 
T1SSI                                            .09          .03         .16
**
                                             -.01          .04         -.01 
Isolate the Victim                        -.09          .07         -.07                                                .04           .10         .02 
   Block 3                                                                                              .12           .01
+
     .38      .01
+
 
 Gender                                         -.01          .06         -.01 .16          .08         .09
*
 
 T1RA .18 .04          .23
***
 .61          .04         .61
***
 
 T1SSI .06 .03          .12
+ 
                                               -.05          .05        -.05 
 Isolate the Victim                        -.09 .07         -.07 .04          .10          .02 
 T1SSI× Isolate the Victim .12 .07          .10
+
 .18          .10          .09
+
 
 
Note. T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status Insecurity; Revenge = Revenge Attribution; T2SRRA = Time 2 Self-reported Relational 
Aggression; T2PNRA = Time 2 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression; T1RA was T1 Self-reported Relational Aggression in the left 
model and was T1 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression in the right model; 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001.  
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Moderation Effects of Normative Beliefs on the Relations between Social 
Status Insecurity and Relational Aggression 
 Following a similar analytical technique, the moderation effects of 
adolescents’ normative beliefs regarding relationally aggressive behavior were 
tested by hierarchical regressions. Moderators in this section of tests were two 
main types of normative beliefs, teachers’ and peers’ normative beliefs, which 
were coded variables, and participants’ general normative beliefs which were 
measured from a scale. In teachers’ and peers’ normative beliefs, each type 
contained the following variables: negative view and supportive or neutral view, 
which were major combined variables; blame the behavior and feel it 
unacceptable, which were dominant single categories in normative beliefs. 
Therefore, in addition to participants’ general normative beliefs, there were nine 
moderators in normative beliefs. For each moderator, five hierarchical regression 
models were conducted. Three of the tests were concurrent models in which the 
dependent variables were: Time 1 self-reported relational aggression, Time 1 peer 
nominated relational aggression, and Time 1 teacher reported relational 
aggression. The remaining two were longitudinal models in which dependent 
variables were: Time 2 self-reported relational aggression and Time 2 peer 
nominated relational aggression. The covariate for all the moderation regression 
models was gender. Additionally, Time 1 relational aggression was controlled in 
longitudinal models to predict Time 2 relational aggression.  
The results (see Tables 8-1 to 8-7) showed that some normative beliefs 
significantly moderated the association between Time 1 social status insecurity 
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and adolescents’ relational aggression in both concurrent and longitudinal 
models. Teachers’ negative view significantly moderated the relationship 
between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 1 teacher reported and 
relational aggression (see Table 8-1). On the right side of the table, a 
significant Time 1 social status insecurity by teachers’ negative view 
interaction was founded for Time 1 teacher reported relational aggression 
(β = -.15, p < .05; R2 = .09, ΔR2 = .01, p < .05) beyond the control of 
gender (β = -.26, p < .001). Results for control variable indicated boys’ 
relational aggression was much higher than girls’ as reported by teacher at 
Time 1. The follow-up analyses of this significant interaction indicated 
that if adolescents did not think teachers would have the negative view 
about relationally aggressive behavior, the relation between Time 1 social 
status insecurity and Time 1 teacher reported relational aggression was 
stronger (β = .28, p < .001) than that if they had such a belief (β = .21, p 
< .001). Moreover, the interaction between Time 1 social status insecurity 
and teacher’s negative view was found to near significantly relate to Time 
1 peer nominated relational aggression (β = -.13, p < .10; R2 = .03, ΔR2 
= .01, p < .10; see Table 8-1 left side). Follow up analyses showed that, 
without holding this teachers’ negative view, Time 1 social status 
insecurity significantly predicted Time 1 peer nominated relation 
aggression (β = .17, p < .05); however, if adolescents had this normative 
belief, the association between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 1 
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peer nominated relational aggression became non-significant (β = .02, p = .77). 
 Peers’ supportive or neutral view in adolescents’ normative beliefs 
significantly moderated the association between Time 1 social status insecurity 
and Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression (see Table 8-2). The Time 1 
social status insecurity by peers’ supportive or neutral view interaction was 
significant for Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression in the regression 
model (β = .12, p < .05; R2 = .03, ΔR2 = .01, p < .05) above and beyond the effect 
of gender (β = -.14, p < .01). The follow-up analysis showed a significant relation 
between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 1 peer nominated relational 
aggression when adolescents thought peers would have supportive or neutral view 
on relationally aggressive behavior (β = .23, p < .05); on the contrary, such an 
association became non-significant if adolescents did not think so (β = -.004, p 
= .94). 
 Both teachers’ and peers’ feel it unacceptable normative beliefs regarding 
relational aggression were found to significantly moderate the relationship 
between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 1 relational aggression (see 
Table 8-3 and 8-4). Specifically, a significant interaction between Time 1 social 
status insecurity and teachers’ feel it unacceptable normative beliefs was found in 
predicting Time 1 teacher reported relational aggression (β = -.13, p < .05  ; R2 
= .08, ΔR2 = .01, p < .05). The follow-up analysis indicated that when adolescents 
did not perceive teachers had the feel it unacceptable normative beliefs, their 
social status insecurity at Time 1 was significantly related to teacher reported 
relational aggression at Time 1 (β = .17, p < .01); if they had such a normative 
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belief, this association was not significant (β = -.07, p =.46). With regard to peers’ 
normative beliefs on feel it unacceptable, it was found to significantly moderate 
the relation between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 1 self-reported 
relational aggression (β = -.11, p < .05; R2 = .08, ΔR2 = .01, p < .05) above and 
beyond gender’s effect (β = -.10, p < .05). The follow-up test showed that the 
relationship between social status insecurity at Time 1 and self-reported relational 
aggression at Time 1 was significant without the peers’ feel it unacceptable 
normative belief (β = .28, p < .001); and such an association was non-significant 
if adolescents had this normative belief (β = -.01, p = .95). 
 Another dominant single category of normative beliefs, blame the 
behavior from teachers and peers normative beliefs regarding relational 
aggression, was a near significant moderator of the association between Time 1 
social status insecurity and relational aggression in longitudinal models (see Table 
8-5 and Table 8-6). The Time 1 social status insecurity by blame the behavior of 
teachers’ normative beliefs interaction was found to be near significant for Time 2 
peer nominated relational aggression  (β = .09, p < .10; R2 = .38, ΔR2 = .01, p 
< .10). The simple slope analysis showed with or without this type of normative 
beliefs, relationships between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 2 peer 
nominated relational aggression were presented in different directions although 
both relations were non-significant. Association between Time 1 social status 
insecurity and Time 2 peer nominated relational aggression was positively related 
when adolescents perceived that teachers’ held the blame the behavior normative 
belief (β = .14, p = .37). And that relation became negative if adolescents did not 
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have such a normative belief (β = -.05, p = .37). Furthermore, peers’ blame the 
behavior normative beliefs also near significantly moderated the relationship 
between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 2 peer nominated relational 
aggression (β = .09, p < 10; R2 = .38, ΔR2 = .01, p < .10) above gender (β = .09, p 
< .05) and Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression’s (β = .61, p < .001) 
influence. The follow-up test showed Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 2 
peer nominated relational aggression was significantly related when adolescents 
had this type of normative beliefs (β = .44, p < .05), whereas this association 
became non-significant if they did not have such a normative belief (β = -.01, p 
= .93). 
 In regard to the continuous variable of general normative beliefs, the 
results also showed a significant interaction between Time 1 social status 
insecurity and general normative beliefs in predicting Time 2 self-reported 
relational aggression (β = -.43, p < .05; R2 = .12 , ΔR2 = .02, p < .05; see Table 8-
7). The follow-up analyses of the significant interaction categorized adolescents’ 
general normative beliefs into three levels: high (i.e., 1SD above the mean), 
medium (i.e., mean), and low (i.e., 1SD below the mean) general normative 
beliefs. Results showed greater social status insecurity at Time 1was significantly 
related to higher self-reported relational aggression at Time 2, and such an 
association was stronger at the low level of general normative beliefs (β = .14, SE 
=.05, p < .001) than at the medium general normative beliefs (β = .08, SE =.03, p 
< .001). At the high general normative beliefs, the relationship between Time 1 
social status insecurity and Time 2 self-reported relational aggression became 
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even weaker (β = .02, SE =.05, p = .07). Therefore, when holding lower 
normative beliefs regarding relational aggression, the association between social 
status insecurity at Time 1 and self-reported relational aggression was stronger.  
In conclusion, as the results showed, different normative beliefs of 
teachers’ and peers’ in adolescents’ perceptions moderated their exhibition of 
relational aggression when feeling insecure regarding their social standing. Time 
1 social status insecurity and Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression were 
significantly related when adolescents perceived peers would had supportive or 
neutral view regarding relationally aggressive behavior and that relationship 
became non-significant if they did not perceived so. Teachers’ normative beliefs 
in negative view served as an inhibitor in the association between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression at Time 1 concurrent models: when 
adolescents’ did not have this type of normative beliefs, their social status 
insecurity at Time 1 significantly predicted Time 1 peer nominated relational 
aggression; however, such relationship became non-significant when they had 
such normative beliefs. Moreover, holding the negative view in teachers’ 
normative beliefs also led the association between Time 1 social status insecurity 
and Time 1 teacher reported relational aggression weaker than not holding it. The 
feel it unacceptable normative beliefs of teachers and peers also inhibited social 
status insecurity in predicting relational aggression. Teachers’ feel it unacceptable 
normative beliefs rendered Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 1 teacher 
reported relational aggression no longer significantly related. Peers’ feel it 
unacceptable normative beliefs also made the significant association between 
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Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 1 self-reported relational aggression 
became non-significant. Additionally, the blame the behavior normative beliefs 
significantly moderated the relationship between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression. The particular relationship between Time 1 social status 
insecurity and Time 2 peer nominated relational aggression was significant if 
adolescents perceived peers had this type of normative beliefs; otherwise, the 
relation was non-significant. Finally, general normative belief moderated the 
relation between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 2 self-reported 
relational aggression: the lower the general normative beliefs adolescents held, 
the stronger the association between Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 2 
self-reported relational aggression.  
 Additionally, main effects indicated some meaningful results. Time 1 
social status insecurity was significantly and positively associated with Time 1 
self-reported relational aggression (β = .24, p < .001), Time 1 teacher reported 
relational aggression (β = .11, p < .05), and Time 2 self-reported relational 
aggression (β = .16, p < .01). Teachers’ normative beliefs on blame the behavior 
positively predicted adolescents’ self-reported relational aggression at Time 2 (β 
= .11, p < .05; R
2
 = .11, ΔR2 = .04, p < .01). The general normative beliefs 
variable was both significantly related to Time 1 self-reported relational 
aggression (β = .17, p < .001; R2 = .10, ΔR2 = .09, p < .001) and Time 1 teacher 
reported relational aggression (β = .19, p < .001; R2 = .10, ΔR2 = .05, p < .001). 
With regard to control variables, gender in most models showed significant 
effects on adolescents’ expression of relational aggression and such effects 
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reached significant level (p < .01). In all longitudinal models, adolescents’ 
relational aggression at Time 1 significantly predicted relational aggression at 
Time 2 (p < .001). 
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Table 8-1  
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Teachers’ Negative View on Time 1 Relational Aggression 
(Normative Beliefs) 
  
  T1PNRA                                                                       T1TRRA 
Predictor variable                                   B            SE           β            R2               ΔR2                      B           SE           β           R2           ΔR2 
 
Block 1                                                                                              .02          .02
**
                                                            .07       .07
***
 
Gender                                         -.24          .08        -.14
**
                                            -.39          .07        -.26
***
 
   Block 2                        .02           .00         .08  .01
+
 
Gender                                         -.25          .08        -.14
**
                                            -.38          .07        -.25
***
 
T1SSI                                            .06          .04         .06                                                 .07           .04         .11
*
 
Teacher Negative View                .05          .08         .03                                                 -.03          .07        -.02 
   Block 3                                                                                              .03           .01
+
    .09      .01
*
 
 Gender                                         -.25          .08        -.15
**
                                            -.38           .07       -.25
***
 
 T1SSI .14 .06         .15
* 
                                               .18           .06         .21
**
 
 Teacher Negative View                .05 .08         .03                                                -.03           .07        -.02 
            T1SSI× Teacher Negative View -.16 .05        -.13
+
                                              -.17           .08        -.15
*
 
 
Note. T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status Insecurity; T1PNRA = Time 1 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression; T1TRRA = Time 1 
Teacher Reported Relational Aggression; Teacher Negative view = Teachers’ Negative view normative beliefs. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 8-2 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Peers’ Supportive or 
Neutral View on Time 1 Relational Aggression (Normative beliefs) 
              
                                                                                             T1PNRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE           β                 R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .02               .02
**
 
 Gender                                              -.24          .08            -.14
**
  
Block 2                               .02                .00 
 Gender                                              -.23          .08            -.14
**
 
 T1SSI                                                 .06          .04             .06 
 Peers’ Supp/Neutral View                 .06          .10             .03 
Block 3                                                                                                                .03               .01
*
 
 Gender                                              -.24          .08             -.14
**
 
 T1SSI                                                -.00          .05             -.00 
 Peers’ Supportive                               .03          .10              .01 
 T1SSI × Peers’ Supp/Neutral View   .21     .10          .12* 
 
Note. T1TRRA = Time 1 Teacher Reported Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social 
Status Insecurity; Peers’ Supp/neutral view = Peers’ Supportive or Neutral View normative 
beliefs. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 8-3 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Feel It Unacceptable of 
Teachers’ on Time 1 Relational Aggression (Normative beliefs) 
              
                                                                                             T1TRRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE           β                 R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .06               .06
***
 
 Gender                                              -.38          .07             -.25
***
  
Block 2                               .07                .01
+
 
 Gender                                              -.37          .07             -.24
***
 
 T1SSI                                                 .08          .04              .10
*
 
 Teacher Unacceptable View              .04          .08              .03 
Block 3                                                                                                                .08               .01
*
 
 Gender                                              -.37          .07              -.25
***
 
 T1SSI                                                 .14          .05               .17
**
 
 Teacher Unacceptable View              .05          .08               .03 
 T1SSI × Teacher Unacpt View         -.20     .09          -.13
*
 
 
Note. T1TRRA = Time 1 Teacher Reported Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social 
Status Insecurity; Teacher Unacceptable View/Teacher Unacpt View = “Feel it unacceptable” 
View of Teachers’ normative beliefs. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 8-4 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Feel It Unacceptable of 
Peers on Time 1 Relational Aggression (Normative beliefs) 
              
                                                                                             T1SRRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B    SE           β                 R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .01               .01
*
 
 Gender                                              -.14          .07             -.10
*
  
Block 2                               .07                .06
***
 
 Gender                                              -.12          .06             -.09
+
 
 T1SSI                                                 .17          .04              .23
***
 
 Peer Unacceptable View                    .07          .09              .03 
Block 3                                                                                                                .08               .01
*
 
 Gender                                              -.14          .07              -.10
*
 
 T1SSI                                                 .21          .04               .28
***
 
 Peer Unacceptable View                    .07          .09               .04 
 T1SSI × Peer Unacceptable View    -.21     .09          -.11
*
 
 
Note. T1SRRA = Time 1 Self-reported Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status 
Insecurity; Peer Unacceptable = “Feel it unacceptable” View of Peers’ normative beliefs. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 8-5 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Blame the Behavior of 
Teachers on Time 2 Relational Aggression (Normative beliefs) 
              
                                                                                               T2PNRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B     SE            β                R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .38                .38
***
 
 Gender   .15  .08              .09
*
 
T1PNRA                                            .61           .04              .61
***
  
Block 2                                              .38                .00 
 Gender                                               .15           .07              .09 
            T1PNRA                                            .61           .04              .61
***
 
 T1SSI                                                -.01           .04             -.01 
 Teacher’s Blame                       -.02           .10             -.01 
Block 3                                                                                                                .38               .01
+
 
 Gender                                                .16           .08             .09
*
 
            T1PNRA                                             .61          .04             .61
***
 
 T1SSI                                                 -.04          .04            -.05 
 Teacher’s Blame                                -.04          .10            -.02 
 T1SSI × Teacher’s Blame                  .19      .10          .09+ 
 
Note. T2PNRA = Time 2 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression; T1PNRA = Time 1 Peer 
Nominated Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status Insecurity; Teacher’s Blame = 
Blame the Behavior Normative Beliefs of Teachers. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 8-6 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of Blame the Behavior of 
Peers on Time 2 Relational Aggression (Normative beliefs) 
              
                                                                                               T2PNRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B     SE            β                R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .38                .38
***
 
 Gender   .15  .08             .09
*
 
T1PNRA                                            .61           .04             .61
***
  
Block 2                                              .38                .00 
 Gender                                               .16           .08              .09
*
 
            T1PNRA                                            .61           .04              .61
***
 
 T1SSI                                                -.01           .04              .01 
 Peer’s Blame                                   -.13           .12             -.05 
Block 3                                                                                                                .38               .01
+
 
 Gender                                                .18           .08             .11
*
 
            T1PNRA                                             .60           .04             .61
***
 
 T1SSI                                                 -.04           .04            -.04 
 Peer’s Blame                                      -.15           .12            -.06 
 T1SSI × Peer’s Blame                         .21       .11           .09+ 
 
Note. T2PNRA = Time 2 Peer Nominated Relational Aggression; T1PNRA = Time 1 Peer 
Nominated Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status Insecurity; Peer’s Blame = 
Blame the Behavior Normative Beliefs of Peers. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Table 8-7 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding the Moderation Effect of General Normative Beliefs 
on Time 2 Relational Aggression (Normative beliefs) 
              
                                                                                               T2SRRA                                                
Predictor Variable                          B     SE            β                R2              ΔR2  
Block 1                                                         .08                .08
***
 
 Gender  -.00  .06            -.00 
T1SRRA                                            .20           .04              .27
***
  
Block 2                                              .10                .03
*
 
 Gender                                               .00           .06               .00 
            T1SRRA                                            .19           .04               .25
***
 
 T1SSI                                                 .08           .03               .16
**
 
 General Normative Beliefs           -.05           .04              -.08 
Block 3                                                                                                                .12               .02
*
 
 Gender                                               -.00           .06             -.00 
            T1SRRA                                             .19           .04              .26
***
 
 T1SSI                                                  .30           .10              .57
**
 
 General Normative Beliefs                 -.06          .04              -.08 
 T1SSI × General Normative Beliefs   .09       .04            .43
*
 
 
Note. T2SRRA = Time 2 Self-reported Relational Aggression; T1SRRA = Time 1 Self-reported 
Relational Aggression; T1SSI = Time 1 Social Status Insecurity. 
+
p < .10. 
*
p < .05. 
**
p < .01. 
***
p < .001. 
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Mediation Effects of Social Status Insecurity on the Relations between 
Relational Victimization and Relational Aggression 
 To examine the hypothesis that the relationship between relational 
victimization and relational aggression was mediated by social status insecurity, 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was employed by using Mplus 7.11. In this 
set of models, independent variables were adolescents’ relational victimization, 
including self-reported relational victimization at both time points of the study 
and peer nominated relational victimization at Time 2; mediators were the social 
status insecurity at Time 1 and Time 2; dependent variables included multiple 
types of relational aggression at two time points of the study, including self-
reported relational aggression and peer nominated relational aggression at Time 1 
and Time 2 as well as Time 1 teacher reported relational aggression. Based on 
these variables, there were nine mediation models in total that were examined, 
including three Time 1 concurrent models, two longitudinal models, and four 
Time 2 concurrent models (see Table 9).  
 After establishing satisfactory model fit with latent variables, Structural 
Regression Models were constructed (Kline, 2011) to examine the mediation 
effects. The direct paths from relational victimization to relational aggression and 
the indirect paths from relational victimization to social status insecurity and then 
to relational aggression were specified. In both longitudinal models, relational 
aggression at Time 1 was controlled in predicting Time 2 relational aggression. 
The model fit of the models was adequate with RMSEA values below .08, CFI 
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and TLI values above .90, and SRMR values below .10 (See Table 9; Kline, 
2011).  
The hypotheses regarding mediation effects of social status insecurity in 
the relation between relational victimization and relational aggression were 
supported by the SEM results. Adolescents’ social status insecurity significantly 
mediated the relationship between relational victimization and relational 
aggression in some models. In the meantime, the directly relationship between 
relational victimization and relational aggression was also significant in some 
models. Specifically, Time 1 social status insecurity significantly mediated the 
association between Time 1 self-reported relational victimization and Time 1 self-
reported relational aggression (indirect effect = .06, p < .05). At the same time, 
Time 1 self-reported relational victimization near significantly related to Time 1 
self-reported relational aggression (β = .10, p < .10).  
 Additionally, Time 2 social status insecurity significantly mediated the 
association between Time 2 self-reported relational victimization and Time 2 self-
reported relational aggression (indirect effect = .10, p < .001). Furthermore, a 
significant direct effect was also found for the relationship between Time 2 self-
reported relational victimization and Time 2 self-reported relational aggression (β 
= .17, p < .05). Similarly, Time 2 social status insecurity mediate the relationship 
between Time 2 peer nominated relational victimization and Time 2 self-reported 
relational aggression (indirect effect = .08, p < .01). Time 2 peer nominated 
relational victimization was also significantly and directly related to Time 2 self-
reported relational aggression (β = .16, p < .01). 
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 In some models, indirect effects between relational victimization and 
relational aggression through the mediation of social status insecurity were not 
found; however, the direct effects between these two variables were significant. 
Specifically, Time 1 self-reported relational victimization was significantly and 
positively related to Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression (β = .15, p 
< .01); Time 1 self-reported relational victimization was also significantly and 
directly related to Time 1 teacher reported relational aggression (β = .11, p < .05). 
At Time 2 concurrent models, the self-reported relational victimization 
significantly associated with peer nominated relational aggression (β = .21, p 
< .001). Similarly, Time 2 peer nominated relational victimization was found 
significantly and directly related to Time 2 peer nominated relational aggression 
(β = .35, p < .001). In the remaining unmentioned mediation models, no direct or 
indirect effect was found. 
 To sum up, social status insecurity mediated the relationships between 
relational victimization and relational aggression in some of the Time 1 and Time 
2 concurrent models, but not in either longitudinal model. In addition of those 
significant indirect effects, there were still some direct effects from relational 
victimization to relational aggression in some of the Time 1 and Time 2 
concurrent models.  
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Table 9 
        Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) for Mediation Models 
      
Structural Model 
Model Fit Indirect 
Effects 
Direct 
Effects χ2(df) CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 
T1SRRV → T1SSI → T1SRRA 
 
59.22 (23)
***
 .96 .94 .06 .04 .06
*
 .10
+
 
T1SRRV → T1SSI → T1PNRA 
 
23.86 (18) 1.00 .99 .03 .03 .00 .15
**
 
T1SRRV → T1SSI → T1TRRA 
 
71.58 (38)
***
 .99 .98 .05 .04 .00 .11
*
 
T1SRRV → T1SSI → T2SRRA 
 
144.08 (71)
***
 .94 .92 .05 .07 .00 0.07 
T1SRRV → T1SSI  → T2PNRA 
 
76.37 (51)
*
 .99 .98 .04 .04 .00 0.08 
T2SRRV → T2SSI  → T2SRRA 
 
137.98 (82)
***
 .97 .96 .05 .04 .10
***
 .16
*
 
T2SRRV → T2SSI → T2PNRA 
 
126.82 (71)
***
 .98 .97 .05 .04 .02 .21
***
 
T2PNRV → T2SSI → T2SRRA 
 
436.83(164)
***
 .92 .91 .07 .06 .08
**
 .16
**
 
T2PNRV → T2SSI → T2PNRA  466.37 (145)*** .92 .91 .08 .07 .00 .04*** 
Note. 
+
 = p < .10, 
*
 = p < .05, 
**
 = p < .01, 
***
 = p < .001. T1/T2 = Time 1/Time 2, SR = Self-reports, PN = Peer Nomination, TR = 
Teacher Reports, RV = Relational Victimization, SSI = Social Status Insecurity, RA = Relational Aggression. 
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Discussion 
Relational aggression in adolescence closely relates to adolescents’ social 
standing (Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003; Rose et al., 2004). One major antecedent, 
social status insecurity has been found to induce relationally aggressive behaviors 
through both direct (Li et al., 2010) and indirect (Li & Wright, 2013) pathways. 
Although extensive research has confirmed the positive association between 
social status insecurity and relational aggression, how social cognitive processes 
pertinent to relational aggression function in this association remains unknown in 
the literature. Additionally, given that the victims of relational aggression also 
show frequent relationally aggressive behaviors in peer interactions (Leadbeater 
et al., 2006; Mathieson et al., 2011), what role social status insecurity plays 
between relational victimization and relational aggression would be worthy of 
investigation. Understanding better how these two important factors, social 
cognitive mechanisms and victimization experience work in the association 
between social status insecurity and relational aggression, researchers as well as 
educators can design effective and targeted interventions in reducing adolescents’ 
relationally aggressive behaviors. 
Findings of this study showed that multiple social cognitive processes, 
such as attribution and outcome expectancy, moderated the relation between 
social status insecurity and relational aggression. Moreover, social status 
insecurity was also found to mediate between relational victimization and 
relational aggression. This study enriches the body of knowledge about the 
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associations between adolescents’ cognition about social standing and their 
relational aggression in a non-Western culture. 
Social Status Insecurity and Attribution for Relational Aggression 
Results about the moderation effects of attribution partly supported the 
hypothesis: some types of general and self-attribution about relational aggression 
moderated the relation between social status insecurity and relational aggression. 
Both adolescents’ general attribution, which refers to the attribution for others’ 
relational aggression, and self-attribution, which refers to the attribution for their 
own relational aggression, moderated the association between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression. 
For the general attribution, the relation between Time 1 social status 
insecurity and Time 1 peer nomination relational aggression was stronger when 
adolescents attributed relational aggression to aggressor’s behaviors and 
intentions. Time 1 social status insecurity was more strongly associated with Time 
2 self-reported and Time 2 peer nominated relational aggression if adolescents 
holding the revenge attribution. Time 2 self-reported relational aggression was 
also more strongly predicted by Time 1 social status insecurity when adolescents 
had dislike the victim attribution. The self-attribution also exerted unique 
moderation influence on the association between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression. Specifically, if adolescents did not have the neutral conflict 
attribution in self-attribution (i.e., they didn’t belief that the relational aggression 
was out of general conflicts or lacking of communication) , peer nominated 
relational aggression was significantly related to social status insecurity in the 
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Time 1 concurrent model, whereas such an association became non-significant if 
they had the neutral attribution.  
For those general attributions that strengthen the relation between social 
status insecurity and relational aggression, all of them are not only subtypes of 
aggressor blame attribution, but also self-serving attributions. Revenge and dislike 
the victim attributions more or less reflect that victims should take some 
responsibility for the relational aggression conflicts. These two attributions 
provide justifications for the aggressor’s relationally aggressive behaviors. 
Compared to blaming the aggressor’s characteristic, the attribution of the 
aggressor’s behaviors and intentions blames the behavior itself rather than the 
aggressor’s personality or character, which is not a strong criticism to aggressors 
but rather a potential excuse for their fault in relational aggression conflicts. With 
the attributions that imply self-serving or self-justification for the aggressor, 
adolescents are more prone to use relational aggression to relieve social status 
insecurity because such attributions partly excuse the aggressors for their acts. 
Similar patterns were also found for self-attribution’s moderation effects. If 
adolescents’ are prone to attribute their own relationally aggressive behavior to 
non-neutral factors, such as the victim’s fault, social status insecurity and 
relational aggression were significantly related. In contrast, this relationship was 
non-significant if they had neutral attribution.  
Because higher levels of social status insecurity significantly relates to 
increased relational aggression in youth’s peer interactions (Li et al., 2010; Li & 
Wright, 2013), adolescents who usually use relational aggression in response to 
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social status insecurity need reasonable justifications for such behaviors. The self-
serving attributions can be used as good justifications because they can protect 
adolescents’ mental well-being by rationalizing relationally aggressive behaviors. 
Through those self-serving attributions, internal conflict and the sense of guilty in 
using relationally aggressive strategies to protect one’s social standing may be 
reduced. Therefore, associations between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression become stronger due to those self-serving attribution. Wright and 
colleagues’ (2012) findings suggest that when adolescents’ social goal is to obtain 
higher popularity, they are more inclined to justify the relationally aggressive 
behavior by not attributing it to the aggressor’s fault. Goldleski and Ostrov (2010) 
indicate that highly aggressive children are more likely to make biased 
attributions on others’ intents in relational provocation situations and therefore 
show more aggressive behaviors. The self-serving attributions encourage 
adolescents’ relationally aggressive behaviors because those attributions justify 
their aggressive behaviors and therefore lead them to become more accustomed to 
display relational aggression (Hawley, 2003; Yoon, Hughes, Cavell, & Thompson, 
2000). As a result, in the process of pursuing higher social standing and reducing 
social status insecurity, the utilization of relational aggression may be 
significantly promoted by self-serving attribution.  
In addition to those significant moderation results, the main effects of 
general and self-attribution on relational aggression in the regression results also 
showed how adolescents’ relational aggression was influenced by their 
attributions of this behavior. Specifically, for the general attributions, adolescents’ 
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peer nominated relational aggression at Time 1 was significantly lower when they 
blamed the relational aggression on the aggressor and when they attributed the 
relational aggression to the aggressors’ jealousy. Furthermore, blame the victim 
self-attribution positively and longitudinally predicted peer nominated relational 
aggression at Time 2. These results indicate that when adolescents realize that 
relational aggression may be due to the aggressor’s negative character or when the 
aggressor would be blamed for such behavior, they are less likely to use relational 
aggression. On the contrary, through the attribution of blaming the victim, 
adolescents excuse their aggressive behavior and therefore became more 
relationally aggressive. Such findings are consistent with previous research that 
the hostile intent bias in attribution increases relational aggression (Godleski & 
Ostrov, 2010; Rudolph et al., 2004). By overestimating the victim’s fault or 
intentionally misunderstanding the victim’s intention, adolescents find 
justification for their relational aggression and thus express more of such 
behaviors (Godleski & Ostrov, 2010; Graham et al., 1992; Mathieson et al., 2011).  
Findings on the main effects also reveal that general attributions and self-
attributions exert different influence on adolescents’ relational aggression. In 
general attribution, if adolescents perceive that others’ relational aggression 
should be blamed, relationally aggressive behavior would be less likely to happen. 
However, in self-attribution, if they think their own relationally aggressive 
behavior was caused by victims’ fault, their relational aggression would be higher. 
Such differences in main effects reflect the actor-observer effect in the attribution 
process (Nisbett, Caputo, Legant, & Marecek, 1973). Nisbett et al. (1973) propose 
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that compared with the actors’ viewpoint for a certain behavior, the observers are 
more likely to attribute that behavior to dispositional qualities—stable attitudes 
and traits—of the actor. However, the actors who conduct the behavior are more 
likely to make neutral or external attributions for such behavior. The current study 
indicates that when adolescents were the observers of relational aggression (i.e., 
making general attribution), the tendency to blame the aggressors as well as the 
aggressors’ jealousy characteristic inhibits their relational aggression. In contrast, 
when adolescents make the attribution of relational aggression through the actors’ 
perspective (i.e., make self-attribution), their inclination of blaming the victim’s 
characters and behaviors promotes their relational aggression. 
Exploratory analyses for internal and external attribution also suggest 
some meaningful results in the current study. In the exploratory analyses, all 
specific types of general attribution and self-attribution were categorized into two 
major types: internal attribution and external attribution. The former type of 
attribution blames relational aggression on the parties of the aggressive conflict, 
either the aggressor or the victim. The latter believes it is the neutral factors that 
lead one to use relationally aggressive behavior toward others. The present study 
found that the internal and external self-attributions significantly moderated the 
association between social status insecurity and relational aggression. Without the 
external self-attribution, Time 1 social status insecurity and relational aggression 
was positively related. Furthermore, if adolescents did not hold the internal 
attribution regarding their own relationally aggressive behavior, Time 1 social 
status insecurity was positively associated with Time 1 self-reported relational 
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aggression. With respect to previous studies which focus on the same categories 
of attribution, a study on African-American adolescents revealed that if youths 
held internal attribution regarding ambiguous behaviors such that regarding the 
ambiguous conflict to others’ aggressive intention, they exhibited higher peer-
directed aggression in their daily life (Graham, Hudley, & Williams, 
1992).Rudolph et al. (2004) found that when individuals held the internal 
attribution by blaming the actor in conflict situation, their aggressive acts were 
consequently shown as a result of their increased anger emotion; in contrast, 
having the external attribution, they might not feel angry and therefore not exhibit 
aggressive behavior. However, in the current study, the internal attribution was 
created by combining all the aggressor blame and victim blame categories into 
one internal attribution category, while the conflict attribution was regarded as 
external attribution. This categorization method may be too coarse to produce 
consistent effects on the aggression reported by different reporters. For instance, 
internal general attribution negatively related to Time 1 peer nominated relational 
aggression but positively related to Time 1 teacher reported and Time 2 self-
reported relational aggression. There is a possible reason that may explain the 
inconsistent results: the internal attribution in this study was a simple combination 
of the aggressor blame and the victim blame attributions, which were two 
contradicted attribution. Therefore, the interplay between these two contradictory 
attributions may render the results ambivalent in different models. The literature, 
however, has reported different influences of external vs. internal attributions on 
aggression, such that the internal attribution may lead to more peer-directed 
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aggression (e.g., Graham et al., 1992; Rudolph et al., 2004).  A more thorough 
examination on external and internal attribution of relational aggression may be 
obtained if the categorization on attributions is further refined in future research. 
Social Status Insecurity and Outcome Expectancy for Relational Aggression 
The hypothesis that adolescents’ outcome expectancies can moderate the 
relationship between social status insecurity and relational aggression was partly 
supported such that when adolescents had the emotional and psychological harm, 
make the victim hurt, gain social status, and isolate the victim outcome 
expectancies, significant moderation effects were found in the association 
between social status insecurity and relational aggression. 
The study revealed that higher Time 1 social status insecurity was related 
to higher Time 2 self-reports relational aggression, if adolescents did not perceive 
relational aggression would harm the victims emotionally or psychologically. 
Furthermore, the same emotional and psychological harm outcome expectancy 
was directly and negatively related to Time 1 self-reported relational aggression 
in main effects. Such results suggest that the emotional and psychological harm, a 
main category of outcome expectancy, is a salient moderator that weakens the 
relation between social status insecurity and relational aggression. When 
adolescents know that the relational aggression may hurt the victim emotionally 
or psychologically, they will not show such aggressive behaviors toward peers 
even though they feel unsafe regarding their social standing. Since empathic 
concern of middle school students reduces their relational aggression (Batanova & 
Loukas, 2011), relational aggression may no longer be a necessary coping 
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strategy for social status insecurity when adolescents understand it is harmful to 
the victims’ emotional or mental health. Furthermore, if victim is hurt by 
relational aggression, further negative outcomes may be expressed by him or her 
such as to terminate the friendship with the aggressor or to seek revenge towards 
the aggressor (Goldstein & Tisak, 2004). Adolescents’ may foresee such negative 
consequences and therefore control their expression of relational aggression but 
use other methods to cope with social status insecurity. Goldstein and Tisak (2004) 
also indicated that the victim’s potential revenge restrained adolescents’ 
relationally aggressive behavior. In the case of the current Chinese sample, 
Chinese culture is a typical collectivism culture that value harmonious 
relationships (Yao, 2000). Therefore, any types of behavior that may evoke 
emotional or psychological harm to people, such as relational aggressions, are not 
accepted because that will hurt the in-group harmony (Chen, Huang, Chang, 
Wang, & Li, 2010; Li et al., 2010). As a consequence, Chinese adolescents’ social 
status insecurity does not significantly predict their relational aggression if they 
perceive such behaviors would harm the victim emotionally and psychologically. 
However, results of the dominant single outcome expectancy, make the victim 
hurt, presented a different moderation effect. With such a type of outcome 
expectancy, Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 1 peer nominated relational 
aggression was more strongly associated. As Richardson and Hammock (2011) 
indicate, psychological aggressions such as gossips can be motivated by the 
causing harm intentions . Thus, such intensively psychological purpose 
overcomes guilty emotions to induce aggressive conducts (Richardson & 
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Hammock, 2011).Similarly, the result in current study such that make the victim 
hurt outcome expectancy facilitated adolescents’ relational aggression when their 
social status insecurity increased suggests that intensive intention in hurting the 
victim encourages adolescents’ exhibition of relational aggression especially 
when they think their social status is threatened.   
Additionally, another important finding from this section of analysis was 
that the relationship between social status insecurity and relational aggression was 
significantly strengthened if adolescents believed the relationally aggressive 
behavior could promote social status.  The present study found that outcome 
expectancy of gaining social status strengthened the positive association between 
Time 1 social status insecurity and Time 2 self-reported relational aggression. 
Furthermore, the major combined outcome expectancy, social and psychological 
gain, was found to positively associate with Time 1 peer nominated relational 
aggression in the regression model. These results are consistent with Crick and 
Dodge’s (1994) Social Information-Processing theory that by anticipating 
relational aggression as a promotion for social standing, the relationally 
aggressive behavior is more frequently used in response to social status insecurity. 
Positive evaluations of the outcomes of relational aggression (e.g., the gain social 
status outcome expectancy) convince adolescents that relational aggression is an 
effective strategy to protect their threatened social standing. Similarly, isolate the 
victim also strengthened the positive association between Time 1 social status 
insecurity and both self-reported and peer nominated relational aggression at 
Time 2. The outcome of isolate the victim to some extent reflects the aggressor’s 
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social power, in-group influence, and personal authority among peers through 
harming the victim’s relationships. As a consequence, if adolescents anticipate 
such an outcome of relational aggression, their relationally aggressive behavior 
will be encouraged when they intend to improve their social standing. Previous 
studies reveal that highly aggressive adolescents are more inclined to make 
positive result evaluation pertinent to their aggressive behaviors and thus show 
more aggressive behavior, including relationally aggressive behavior (Crapanzano 
et al., 2010; Goldstein & Tisak, 2004; McCay, 2004). These findings support the 
current study that with the outcome expectancies that relational aggression may 
enhance adolescents’ social status, which could be regarded as positive outcomes 
in their estimation, relation aggression is more frequently used by youths if they 
feel social status insecurity. Furthermore, considering that adolescents who worry 
about their social status may employ relational aggression to relieve such unsafe 
feelings (Li et al., 2010; Li & Wright, 2013; Sijtsema, Veenstra, Lindenberg, & 
Salmivalli, 2009), it is reasonable that if they expect relational aggression to 
positively influence their social status, the association between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression becomes stronger. 
Social Status Insecurity and Normative Beliefs for Relational Aggression 
Partly supporting the hypothesis regarding the moderation effects of 
normative beliefs, the current study shows that different teachers and peers’ 
normative beliefs regarding relational aggression played different roles in 
adolescents’ exhibition of relational aggression when they feel unsafe about their 
social standing. That is, when adolescents believe that teachers and peers have 
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supportive normative beliefs of relational aggression, the association between 
social status insecurity and relational aggression has been strengthened. However, 
negative normative beliefs of them serve as inhibitors in such relations. 
Analyses for moderation effects of normative beliefs showed that when 
adolescents held the supportive/neutral view in peers normative beliefs, their 
social status insecurity was significantly and positively related to peer nominated 
relational aggression at Time 1; whereas, such an association became no longer 
significant if adolescents did not have such a view in peers’ normative beliefs. 
Peers’ supportive/neutral normative beliefs reflect their acceptable, acquiescent, 
and even permissive attitude towards relationally aggressive behaviors they have 
seen. Such a positive view promotes adolescents’ high normative beliefs about 
relational aggression. As a consequence, adolescents’ confidence in using 
relational aggression to cope with high social status insecurity could be largely 
increased when they know peers would have non-negative or even supportive 
view about such behaviors. The engagement of relationally aggressive behavior is 
not only stimulated by the pressure in achieving a higher social standing, but also 
encouraged by peers’ supportive/neutral normative beliefs. Werner and Nixon 
(2005) revealed a positive relation between relational aggression and high 
normative beliefs about such behaviors. Children incline to be more aggressive 
when they regard all formats of aggressive behaviors, including relational 
aggression as normal and acceptable acts (Boulton et al., 1999). Such a finding 
from Boulton et al. (1999) reveals accelerative functions of high normative belief 
about aggression on children’s actual behaviors on relational aggression. Higher 
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normative beliefs of relational aggression also encourage adolescents’ online 
relational aggressive behaviors (Burton et al., 2013). Furthermore, supportive 
beliefs of aggressive behavior increased children’s bias in attribution and 
therefore worked together in encouraging their aggression as a result (Zelli et al., 
1999). The current research shows that peers’ supportive/neutral views in 
normative beliefs significantly moderate the relation between social status 
insecurity and relational aggression, which is consistent with previous research. 
Compared with those positive normative beliefs, negative normative 
beliefs from teachers and peers view in adolescents’ cognition exert somewhat 
complicated influences to the association between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression. Typical negative normative beliefs in this study included 
unsupportive view about relational aggression and intervention intentions. 
Specifically, if adolescents thought teachers did not hold negative views in 
normative beliefs about relational aggression, Time 1 social status insecurity 
significantly related to Time 1 peer nominated relational aggression; in contrast, 
having such a normative belief made this relationship non-significant. Teachers’ 
negative normative beliefs also weakened Time 1 social status insecurity’s 
positive influence on Time 1 teacher reported relational aggression. With regard 
to the dominant single category in normative beliefs, feel it unacceptable view 
from teachers and peers normative beliefs significantly inhibited adolescents’ 
relational aggression when they felt unsafe regarding their social status. When 
adolescents thought teachers had feel it unacceptable view, there was not any 
significant relation between social status insecurity and teacher reported relational 
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aggression at Time 1; but this relationship turned out significant without such a 
normative belief. Similar pattern was found for peers’ feel it unacceptable view in 
moderating the association between social status insecurity and self-reported 
relational aggression at Time 1. If adolescents intend to use relational aggression 
to relieve social status insecurity, teachers and peers unacceptable attitude 
regarding such aggressive behaviors may make them not only fail to reach such a 
goal but also encounter others’ rejection. Moreover, negative normative beliefs 
from teachers and peers on one hand reflect their implicit aversion and criticism 
regarding relational aggression; on the other hand, such an attitude may 
subsequently evoke interventions from teachers and peers towards relational 
aggression. By considering these consequences, adolescents may rather choose 
other strategies in coping with social status insecurity instead of using relational 
aggression. Boulton et al. (1999) indicate that compared with children who have 
weak anti-bully attitude, high anti-bully attitude does not relate to children’s bully 
behavior. Burton et al. (2013) find that lower normative beliefs of relational 
aggression are usually shown in children who are uninvolved in relational 
aggression. If teachers and students show a view of against aggression, children’s 
aggression level would decreased over time (Henry et al., 2000). According to the 
study of Werner and Nixon (2005), without positive normative beliefs regarding 
relational aggression, adolescents’ high relational aggression are not shown. 
Consistent with these findings, this study shows that negative normative beliefs 
played inhibitive roles when adolescent intend to use relational aggression to treat 
social status insecurity. 
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With regard to the normative beliefs of blame the behavior, when 
adolescents knew that peers held such a view, their Time 1 social status insecurity 
significantly related to Time 2 peer nominated relational aggression. As to the 
direct main effect, teachers’ blame the behavior normative beliefs also 
significantly and positively predicted Time 2 self-reported relational aggression. 
Blame the behavior normative belief only shows disagreement towards the 
behavior itself. In adolescents’ view, if others’ blame only points to the behavior 
itself rather than any certain party of the relational aggression conflict, the 
aggressor may mistakenly think that their relationally aggressive behavior will not 
incur much negative attitudes toward themselves. Similarly, in adolescents’ mind, 
teachers’ blame the behavior normative beliefs reflect that teacher would only 
criticize the relationally aggressive conducts rather than blaming aggressors’ 
character. Such a special criticism may not only make no difference in restraining 
adolescents' relational aggression, but also let them to become no hesitant in 
employing relational aggression to deal with any social status crisis as they 
believe such aggressive behaviors would not evoke any harsh scold from teachers. 
Just as higher aggressive child use biased hostile attribution to justify their 
aggression (Godleski & Ostrov, 2010), biased understanding in normative beliefs 
also promotes adolescents’ relational aggression (Zelli et al., 1999). Additionally, 
the special negative normative belief which just blames the behavior is not a 
salient inhibitor of the relation between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression. 
112 
 
 
Normative beliefs measured by scales also showed significant moderation 
effects and main effects towards relational aggression. In the main effects, general 
normative beliefs at Time 1 significantly and positively related to Time 1 
relational aggression which were reported by adolescents’ themselves and their 
teachers. These findings are consistent with previous conclusion that highly 
aggressive children always have high normative beliefs about such behavior, 
including relational aggression (e.g., Burton et al., 2013; Werner & Nixon, 2005).  
However, when the general normative beliefs and social status insecurity 
worked together in predicting adolescents’ relational aggression, the results 
became complicated. Specifically, Time 1 social status insecurity significantly 
and positively related to Time 2 self-reported relational aggression under the 
moderation of normative beliefs such that this association was stronger when 
general normative beliefs was low. Although low normative beliefs about 
relational aggression refer to others’ attitudes of disapproval and rejection, 
adolescents can attract more attention by showing relationally aggressive behavior. 
Conducting acts that disagreed by others, adolescents demonstrate rebellion and 
confirm their influence and individuality among peers (Schermer, 2012). 
Rebellious behavior promotes adolescents’ strong sense of presence in peer group 
(Sonnentag & Barnett, 2013). Furthermore, under the pressure of social status 
insecurity, adolescents’ cognition about relational aggression may be biased. 
Consequently, they may use relational aggression to alleviate the intense anxiety 
about their threatened social status even though they know others normative 
beliefs are low. Research has indicated that adolescents’ cognitive processes can 
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be negatively affected when under stressful and anxious moods (Cohen et al., 
2013; Lam, Chiu, Lau, Chan, & Yim, 2006), leading them to fail to correctly 
evaluate others’ reactions of their certain behaviors and exhibit offensive 
behaviors that are inconsistent with others’ expectations. Such findings partly 
explain that connection between social status insecurity and relational aggression 
is strengthened even when the general normative beliefs are low. 
Culture, Social Cognitive Processes, and Relational Aggression 
By investigating the function of social cognitive processes on the 
relationship between social status insecurity and relational aggression in Chinese 
adolescents, this study makes valuable contributions to the literature by enriching 
people’s understandings of these relationships in non-Western populations. Being 
consistent with the expectations, influences from Chinese adolescents’ social 
cognitive processes on their exhibition of relational aggression under the 
condition of social status insecurity are likely impacted by their cultural 
background. Chinese culture, which is a typical collectivistic culture, places 
strong emphases on social harmony, group union, and peaceful relationship 
(Barnes, 2001; Kuo, 2013). Moreover, being the mainstream ideology in the 
Chinese society, Confucianism directs the cognitive style and guides the 
behaviors of Chinese (Yu, 2008) . Some moderation effects of adolescents’ social 
cognitive processes on the association between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression could be explained by such contextual factors. Specifically, 
for attributional cognitive processes, the external attribution has been found to 
significantly weaken the relation between social status insecurity and relational 
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aggression. In another words, if adolescents’ blaming relational aggression to 
some neutral reasons (e.g., lack of communication and situational factors), they 
may not show frequently relationally aggressive behavior even feeling unsafe 
regarding their social standing. Collectivists, who have a more interdependent self, 
are very sensitive to situations, interpersonal connection, and social network 
(Barnes, 2001; Boucher, 2014). Therefore, when encountering with relationally 
aggressive conflicts, collectivistic people are prone to make attribution from 
situational factors rather than attributing to the involved parties. Having such 
cognitive processes, they may avoid using any conflict method (e.g., relational 
aggression) in solving relational crisis, such as social status insecurity. Research 
indicates that compared with individualists, people endorse collectivism show less 
antisocial response after experienced social exclusive situation (Pfundmair et al., 
2014a). In a relevant study, collectivism individuals were found to have less 
exclusive emotion than individualism people when they change from exclusive 
situation into inclusive situation (Pfundmair et al., 2014b). For those who are 
highly collectivistic, their cultural-oriented cognitive style renders them less prone 
to use relationally aggressive behavior in coping with relationally aggressive 
conflict. Consequently, if adolescents hold external attribution (i.e., conflict 
attribution) regarding relational aggression, they may prefer to employ other 
strategies for social status insecurity rather than relational aggression.  
Similar cultural influence is also expected in outcome expectancy in 
moderating the relationship between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression. For instance, foreseeing that relational aggression may incur 
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emotional and psychological harm to the victims, relational aggression is not a 
significant outcome of social status insecurity. For people who largely endorse 
social harmony, any types of behavior that may harm relationship should be 
prevented (Wang & Juslin, 2009; Yao, 2000). And for those Chinese adolescents 
who knew that their relationally aggressive behavior could bring hurt to others 
and subsequently lead to negatively effects to their own peer relationship in return, 
their relational aggression were suppressed even though they might feel insecure 
about their social status. In order to maintain a positive relationship and avoid 
disturbing the in-group harmony, they may choose other solutions to promote 
their social status.  
The moderation results of normative beliefs revealed that in adolescents’ 
perception, others’ view on relational aggression plays an important role in their 
use of relational aggression when experiencing social status insecurity. For 
example, peers’ supportive or neutral view increased adolescents’ relational 
aggression especially when their social status was threatened; teachers’ negative 
view on relational aggression significantly constrained adolescents’ exhibition of 
such a behavior even though their social status insecurity might be high. In 
collectivistic cultures, people who value interpersonal relationship and contextual 
connection care about other’s view and attached importance to it (Kolstad & 
Gjesvik, 2014). Judgments and comments from other people can significantly 
impact one’s personal relation and personal image in groups. Therefore, the 
awareness of other’s view may to an extensive degree determine one’s later 
behavior for people in collectivistic cultures (Lin & Huang, 2014; Wang & Young, 
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2014). Such contextual characteristics may make the association between social 
status insecurity and relational aggression more susceptible to normative beliefs 
of relationally aggressive behaviors. 
Additionally, teacher’s view on normative beliefs exerted significant 
moderation effects in the relation between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression. Specifically, teacher’s negative normative beliefs significantly 
inhibited adolescents’ relational aggression in coping with social status insecurity. 
In the Chinese culture, long-term Confucianism education renders students to 
believe in respecting teachers as an important quality and to uphold this belief in 
their behaviors (Gu, 2013; Song, Zhu, & Liu, 2013). Paying great attention to 
teachers’ attitudes and placing strong emphasis on teacher’s thoughts about them, 
young students’ behaviors are well guided (Zhou, Lam, & Chan, 2012). Such 
tendency in Chinese adolescents explains why teacher’s view played such an 
influential moderation role in the relationship between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression. 
Relational Victimization, Social Status Insecurity, and Relational Aggression 
This study reveals that social status insecurity significantly mediated the 
relationship between relational victimization and relational aggression in some 
concurrent models at both Time 1 and Time 2. Specifically, Time 1 social status 
insecurity significantly mediated the association between Time 1 self-reported 
relational victimization and Time 1 self-reported relational aggression; 
Relationship between Time 2 self-reported victimization and Time 2 self-reported 
relational aggression was significantly mediated by Time 2 social status insecurity.  
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Time 2 social status insecurity also exerted a mediation effect on the relation 
between peer-nominated relational victimization and self-reported relational 
aggression in Time 2 concurrent model. In addition to those evident mediation 
models, significant direct relationships were also found between relational 
victimization and relational aggression as well as social status insecurity and 
relational aggression respectively in Time 1 and Time 2 concurrent models. 
Therefore, the hypothesis that social status insecurity is a significant mediator in 
the relation between relational victimization and relational aggression was 
partially supported by the results. 
Results from the mediation models reflect specific connections among 
Chinese adolescents’ relational victimization, social status insecurity, and 
relational aggression. Victimized by peers’ intentional exclusion, isolation, and 
hurtful rumors, adolescents may feel their social standing is impaired and thus 
their insecure emotion rises. Subsequently, to relieve the social status insecurity, 
they may employ relational aggression to maintain their social standing and 
strength their in-group power. Emotional trauma and behavior problems caused 
by relational victimization experience usually lead to negative outcomes in 
adolescents’ development such as social maladjustment (Dahlen et al., 2013), 
introversive personality (Perren & Alsaker, 2006), and behavior disorders 
(Veenstra et al., 2005). Those negative effects are also visible in their social 
relationships. Being the target of others’ aggressive behavior, including relational 
aggression, children usually have lower social standing (Berger & Rodkin, 2009), 
fewer friends (Kawabata & Crick, 2011), and weaker social competence (Rodkin 
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& Berger, 2008). Thus, adolescents’ concerns regarding their social standing may 
significantly increase in the presence of the detrimental effects of relational 
victimization. As a result, to alleviate such concerns about social standing, 
relational aggression may serve as an effective strategy to take advantage of by 
those victims (Adler & Adler, 1995; Downey et al., 1998; Li & Wright, 2014). 
The literature suggest robust associations between social status insecurity and 
relational aggression have been found in both direct (Li & Wright, 2014) and 
indirect pathways (Li et al., 2010). The present study extends the literature and 
shows that being the victim of relational aggression, one’s social status insecurity 
increases accordingly. To cope with this feeling, one may also use relational 
aggression towards others to help maintain their social standing.  
The phenomenon that relational victimization is a salient precursor of 
relational aggression has been wildly revealed in the literature (e.g., Mathieson et 
al., 2011; Tan, 2009; Veenstra et al., 2005). For instance,Zimmer-Gembeck et al. 
(2013) found that children with high popularity or social influence among peers 
usually showed more relational aggression after being relationally victimized. Tan 
(2009) revealed a positive association between victimization and relational 
aggression among Chinese children. Furthermore, as an important group of 
victims, the aggressive victim show that although some children experiencing 
victimization from peers’ aggressive conducts, they also exhibit strong aggression 
characteristics and therefore show frequent relational aggression in social life 
(Olweus, 1978; Schwartz, 2000). However, few studies have paid attention to 
what social cognitive outcomes that relational victimization may bring to 
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adolescents regarding their social standing, which subsequently relate to their 
relationally aggression behaviors. By providing information to close this research 
gap, this study indicates that relation victimization is positively associated with 
relational aggression through the mediation of social status insecurity. These 
findings suggest that the more relational victimization adolescents experience, the 
more intense social status insecurity they may feel, and subsequently the more 
frequent relationally aggressive behavior they use in response to that feeling. 
Longitudinal Relations among Social Status Insecurity, Social Cognitive 
Processes, Relational Victimization, and Relational Aggression 
 Two time points of data collection were conducted in this study with an 
18-month time interval. Therefore, we were able to examine if there were any 
longitudinal effect in the moderation and mediation models. Results did show 
some significant moderators in longitudinal models: the revenge general 
attribution, emotional and psychological harm outcome expectancy, gain social 
status outcome expectancy, isolate the victim outcome expectancy, blame the 
behavior normative beliefs from both teachers’ and peers’ view in adolescents’ 
perception, and general normative beliefs about relational aggression moderated 
the association between social status insecurity and relational aggression in 
longitudinal pathways. Such longitudinal moderators illustrate that once 
adolescents decide to take actions against social status insecurity, the cognitive 
information processes about relational aggression impact their later relational 
aggression in response to social status insecurity. Among those salient 
longitudinal moderators, the goal-directed social cognitive processes play 
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important roles in the relation between social status insecurity and relational 
aggression. Specifically, there were as many as three outcome expectancies (i.e., 
emotional and psychological harm, gain social status, and isolate the victim) 
longitudinally strengthened the positive influences of social status insecurity to 
relational aggression.  Adolescents’ anticipation of relational aggression, a type of 
common social behavior, can be regarded as a special form of social goals 
because in order to achieve satisfied social goals, adolescents may employ 
relation aggression. Supported by the literature, adolescents’ goal-directed social 
perceptions longitudinally lead to their behavioral outcomes (Garn & Wallhead, 
2015; Li & Wright, 2014; Ojanen & Findley-Van Nostrand, 2014). To sum up, 
adolescents’ social cognitive processes, especially the goal-related social 
cognitive processes, contribute substantially in later behaviors through 
longitudinal influences. 
With respect to the mediation models, no longitudinal effects were found 
between the association between relational victimization and relational aggression. 
It may be interpreted that adolescents’ concerns regarding their social standing 
when being treated by relationally aggressive behaviors may be evoked instantly 
right after the relational victimization. Thus, the subsequently relational 
aggression due to such a victimization experience is elicited after a short period of 
time. As a consequence, longitudinal mediation effects of social status insecurity 
between relational victimization and relational aggression are less likely found in 
longitudinal models.  
121 
 
 
Limitations and Future Directions 
Expanding previous research on adolescents’ cognitive and behavioral 
processes of relational aggression (e.g., Li et al., 2010; Wright et al., 2012), this 
study further investigated how multiple social cognitive processes may impact the 
relation between social status insecurity and relational aggression. Specifically, 
adolescents’ different attributions, outcome expectancies, and normative beliefs 
regarding relational aggression play different roles in the association between 
social status insecurity and relational aggression: some strengthened the 
relationship, while others weakened it. Furthermore, the findings also stress the 
mediation function of social status insecurity in the association between 
adolescents’ relational victimization and relational aggression, indicating that 
relational victimization significantly relates to social status insecurity, which in 
turn is positively associated with relational aggression. This study provides 
valuable information about how adolescents’ use relationally aggressive behavior 
to cope with their social status issues in the East Asian culture. However, several 
limitations should be taken into consideration in future research in this area. 
First, social status insecurity, as an important concept in this study, only 
represents a general unsafe feeling regarding one’s social status in this study. This 
insecure feeling about one’s social status has not been specified into whether the 
social status is popularity status or social preference status. Popularity reflects 
“social prestige, social power, or social visibility”, while social preference refers 
to one’s likeability among peers (Bukowski, 2011; Cillessen & Marks, 2011, 
p.28). They refer to different things in adolescents’ perception. These two social 
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standings also relate to different behaviors in adolescents’ peer interactions 
(Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004). As a consequence, adolescents’ concerns regarding 
these two types of social standings may also vary and therefore relate to divergent 
cognitive and behavioral outcomes, which warrants more attention in future 
investigations.  
Furthermore, understanding how social status insecurity changes over time 
may also contribute to our knowledge about how it impacts adolescents’ social 
development, either in social behaviors or in social standing. Specifically, when 
experiencing high social status insecurity, adolescents show relationally 
aggressive behavior as a response. However,  how social status insecurity  
changes over time along with adolescents’ behavioral developments is unknown. 
Future research may examine  such fluctuations in adolescents’ social status 
insecurity by using the daily journals and diaries method in longitudinal 
investigations. 
Another limitation which is worth noting is that adolescents’ actual social 
status was not controlled in exploring associations between social status insecurity 
and its behavioral outcomes. It is inferred that adolescents at different levels of 
actual social standing have different levels of social status insecurity and show 
different behaviors in response to the insecurity accordingly. For instance, those 
who have a high level of social standing (i.e., being very popular or highly liked 
among peers) may have less concern regarding social status than those in low 
social status and therefore show less relationally aggressive behaviors. Or, on the 
contrary, compared with lower peer status counterparts, adolescents in high social 
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status may experience more social status insecurity because they are more 
sensitive and competitive about social standing and are more scared of losing it. 
As a consequent, relational aggression is more accustomed by these adolescents to 
show. To my best knowledge, scarce of research has examined this specific topic 
in the literature. Future research can take adolescents’ actual social standing into 
consideration when examining adolescents’ behavioral development that is 
pertinent to social status insecurity. 
Third, items which examined the actor-observer effect (general attribution 
vs. self-attribution) have been assessed only in attribution process but not in all 
cognitive processes. In the measurement of attribution, separated items assess 
adolescents’ attribution of relationally aggressive behavior either performed by 
themselves or performed by other peers respectively. The actor-observer effect 
has been examined through measuring adolescents' attribution regarding the same 
behavior from different angles. According to the actor-observer effects, when 
facing the same behavior, the observer is more likely to attribute this behavior to 
dispositional qualities and internal factors of the actor; however, the actor is more 
likely to attribute the behavior to natural and external factors (Nisbett et al., 1973). 
Based on this acknowledgement, not only the attribution processes, individuals’  
other cognitive processes, like outcome expectancy or normative beliefs regarding 
the same behavioral situation, may also show different functions if adolescents 
judge the behavior from different views and thus, may exert various influences on 
behavioral outcomes in adolescents’ social life. In the future, it would be better if 
we apply the “actor-observer effect” differentiation in the social cognitive 
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processes so we can achieve a more comprehensive understanding of adolescents’ 
perception of relational aggression from different perspectives. We will know 
better how these differences relate to adolescents’ exhibition of relationally 
aggressive behaviors as a result. 
Fourth, with regard to the association between relational victimization and 
relational aggression, social learning may also be an explanatory process in 
accounting for this association. According to social learning theory, individuals 
can acquire behaviors through modeling (Bandura, 1977). Thus, based on the 
social learning process, adolescents’ relational aggression may be a product of 
relational victimization for the reason that adolescents may learn to use the same 
aggressive behavior to treat others if they are relationally victimized by others 
before. Such an explanation has been supported by the dual characteristics of the 
victim (i.e., the aggressive victim; Olweus, 1978) and the significant relationship 
between relational victimization and relational aggression (Mathieson et al., 2011; 
Tan, 2009). As a consequence, future investigation can give more emphasis on 
how the social learning process and social status insecurity work together in 
understanding the relation between relational victimization and relational 
aggression. 
Lastly, since this study only examines proposed theoretical models in the 
Chinese population, a comparison with a Western sample would greatly enrich 
our understanding of the contextual influences in the investigated associations. 
Adolescents’ social cognitive processes and behavioral outcomes are inevitably 
influenced by cultural contexts (Lambe Sarinana, 2014). In this study, all 
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adolescents were came from China, a typical collectivistic country. Thus, their 
social cognitive processes as well as behavioral patterns on relational aggression 
were significantly influenced by their collectivistic cultural background. If a 
Western samples were to be examined in the future studies, the relatively 
individualistic cultural background might exert different effects on participants’ 
cognitive and behavioral outcomes that are likely to be different from their 
collectivistic counterparts. For example, the self-serving attribution may 
contribute more in Western adolescents’ expression of aggressive behaviors in the 
condition of high social status insecurity.  Therefore, studies using a Western 
sample may obtain different findings with the same research design. Such 
probable differences can reveal how culture functions in adolescents’ exhibition 
of relational aggression on the current research topics.  
In summary, this study provides important knowledge about adolescents’ 
relational aggression by examining models that contain social status insecurity, 
social cognitive processes, and victimization experience. With established 
associations between social status insecurity and relational aggression (Li et al., 
2010; Li & Wright, 2014), this study further examines the moderation effects of 
different social cognitive processes and reveals that such an association can be 
strengthened or inhibited by certain cognitive processes. Additionally, this study 
also examines social status insecurity as a significant mediator in the association 
between relational victimization and relational aggression. Findings from this 
study provide valuable knowledge of adolescents’ relational aggression from the 
perspective of adolescents’ cognition and experiences, which may contribute to in 
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prevention programs that target on curbing adolescents’ relationally aggressive 
behavior. For teachers, educators, and psychologists who are working on reducing 
adolescents’ behavior problems pertinent to relational aggression, this study 
provides theoretical and practical information for them to establish effective 
prevention programs.  By understanding how adolescents perceive their social 
standing and how they mentally construe relationally aggression behaviors , 
developmental psychologists can work out targeted interventions to address 
youth’s relevant behavioral problems through providing proper guidance to their 
social cognitive processes and coaching on their behavioral responses. 
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Appendix A 
Adolescent Interpersonal Relationship Questionnaire---- 
My Social World Measure 
(Items marked with a “*” are used in the study) 
 
Please answer the following question using the following scale:  
1 2 3 4 5 
Never Almost 
never 
Sometimes Almost all the 
time 
All the time 
 
1. It is easy for me to have good interpersonal relationships.     
2. I want to be popular among classmates.     
3. I want to be well liked by my classmates.  
4. I feel secure with my social status in the class.   
5. I think highly about myself.  
6. *I feel that my social status in the class is threatened.  
7. *I sometimes worry about my popularity in the class.  
8. I am content with my academic performance.  
9. *I sometimes worry that my classmates/peers don’t like me. 
10. *I sometimes feel I am unpopular among classmates. 
11. *I care about my peer status in the class. 
12. *I sometimes feel that my status among peers is not high.  
13. *I care about whether I am liked by my classmates. 
14. *I sometimes feel my classmates do not like me. 
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15. *I care about the level of popularity of mine.  
  
145 
 
 
Appendix B 
Peer Nominations  
(Items marked with a “*” are used in the study) 
Procedures: A class roster will be given to each participating student. 
Participants will be told to nominate (circle out) three kids in their classes, who fit 
the descriptions below.  
Instructions: For the following, name three kids in your class who fit the 
description. Please circle out each kid’s name under each description. 
1.Like most 
2.Like least 
3.Peers whom you hang out with 
4.Good Leader 
5.Does nice things for others 
6.Helps others 
7.Cheers up others 
8.Seems happy at school 
9.Hits, pushes others 
10.Yells, calls others mean names 
11.Starts fights 
12.*When mad, gets even by keeping the person from being in their group of 
friends 
13.*Tells friends they will stop liking them unless friends do what they say 
14.*When mad at a person, ignores them or stops talking to them 
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15.*Tries to keep certain people from being in their group during activity or play 
time 
16.Plays alone a lot 
17. with Renqi  
18. without Renqi 
19.Seems sad at school 
20.Seems lonely at school 
21. Popular 
22. Unpopular 
23.*Peers who are disliked because of rumor spread about them 
24.Peers who are often hit  
25.Peers who are helped to join in small groups or to make friends  
26.*Peers who are rejected by a group because they make a friend mad during 
play or activity time  
27.Peers who are often beaten up  
28.Peers who are said nice things about  
29.*Peers who are excluded because someone is mad at them or wants to get even 
30.*Peers who are bullied by others  
31.Peers who are cheered up by others when they are sad or upset  
32.*Peers who are ignored by others because they make someone mad  
33.Peers who are yelled by others  
34.Peers who are offered help whenever they need help  
35.*Peers who are spread rumors about 
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 Appendix C 
Self-reports 
(Items marked with a “*” are used in the study) 
Instruction: Here is a list of things that kids do. Please tell us how often you act 
as described in the items. Please use the scale listed below and fill the number in 
front of each item.  
1 2 3 4 5 
Never Almost 
never 
Sometimes Almost all the 
time 
All the time 
 
1. How often do you help, cooperate or share with others? 
2. How often do you like to play with peers rather than alone? 
3. How often do you make new friends? 
4. How often do you enjoy talking with others? 
5. How often do you have many friends to play with? 
6. *How often do you start fights with others? 
7. *How often do you say mean things to other kids? 
8. *How often do you tell other kids that you will beat them up unless the kids do 
what you say? 
9. *How often do you keep a person out of the group of kids because you are mad 
at him/her? 
10. *How often do you ignore or stop talking to somebody when you are mad at 
him/her? 
11. *How often do you say something bad about people behind their backs? 
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12. *How often do you tell a kid that he/she cannot play with the group? 
13. *How often do you tell other kids not play with a certain kid? 
14. How often do you watch other children play without joining in? 
15. How often would you rather play alone than play with peers? 
16. How often do you play with toys by yourself rather than with other children? 
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Appendix D 
Teacher Reports 
Teacher Ratings of Children’s Relational Aggression 
Instructions: Please rate how true each statement is for the child.  
  1=this is never true of this child 
  2=this is seldom true of this child 
  3=this is sometimes true of this child 
  4=this is often true of this child 
  5=this is almost always true of this child 
1. When this child is mad at a peer, she or he gets even by excluding the peer 
from his or her clique or peer group. 
2. This child spreads rumors or gossips about some peers. 
3. When angry at a peer, this child tries to get other children to stop playing with 
the peer or to stop liking the peer.  
4. This child tries to get others to dislike certain peers by telling lies about the 
peers to others. 
5. When mad at a peer, this child ignores the peer or stops talking to the peer. 
6. This child threatens to stop being a peer’s friend in order to hurt the peer or to 
get what she or he wants from the peer. 
7. This child tries to exclude certain peers from peer group activities. 
8. This child hits, shoves, or pushes peers. 
9. This child initiates or gets into physical fights with peers. 
10. This child threatens to hit or to beat up other children. 
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11. This child tries to dominate or bully peers. 
12. This child says supportive things to peers.  
13. This child tries to cheer up peers when they are sad or upset about something. 
14. This child is helpful to peers. 
15. This child is kind to peers.  
16. This child makes mean faces to hurt others’ feelings. 
17. This child rolls his/ her eyes or snubs his/ her nose to make others feel left out. 
 
Note: The first 15 items come from Children’s Social Behavior Scale—Teacher 
Form (Crick, 1996). The last two items are two additional items from Underwood, 
et al., 2005.  
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Appendix E 
Normative Beliefs Scale 
(Items marked with a “*” are used in the study) 
5. Please rate how acceptable, tolerable, and normal such behaviors to teachers, 
peers and parents: 
 
*Acceptability: 
 
 
 
    Girls      Boys 
*Teachers 1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
*Peers  1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
Parents 1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
 
 
*Tolerability: 
          Girls     Boys 
*Teachers 1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
*Peers  1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
Parents 1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
 
*Normalcy: 
 
           Girls     Boys 
*Teachers 1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
*Peers  1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
Parents 1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very unacceptable Unacceptable Neutral Acceptable Very acceptable 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very intolerable Intolerable Neutral Tolerable Very tolerable 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very atypical Atypical Neutral Typical Very typical 
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Hurtful: 
Girls     Boys 
Teachers 1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
Peers  1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
Parents 1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3
 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not hurtful at all Not hurtful Neutral Hurtful Very Hurtful 
